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The Ecuadorian government has decided to grant diplomatic asylum to Mr. Julian Assange, a 
decision that seems to be inconsistent with its previous political activity and which, this paper 
assumes, must be understood in relation to anti-Americanism, especially the anti-Americanism 
found in the ALBA states. This paper uses the theories of realism to establish a framework that 
allows us to interpret the different actions of the ALBA states in regard to anti-Americanism, this 
paper also subjects the Julian Assange case to this interpretation. This paper uses the theory of 
critical discourse analysis to establish which tools are in use by the different ALBA leaders to 
portray the United States negatively and also identifies these tools in the discourses in regard to 
the Julian Assange case. Using the theory of realism it argues that anti-Americanism plays an 
important role in Latin American politics and that the Julian Assange case is partly 
representative of this. 
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Problem Area 
Although often used in contemporary political discussions, the term ‘anti-American’ has no 
widely accepted definition. The most common and broadest definition of anti-American can be 
used to describe any critique of the United States, whether this critique is founded by evidence or 
not. This is in line with the conceptualization put forward by the sociologist Paul Hollander: 
“Anti-Americanism is a predisposition to hostility towards the United States and American 
society, a relentlessly critical impulse towards American social, economic, and political 
institutions, traditions and values” (Hollander 1992, p.339). Although the concept is generally 
used in this way it, for scientific purposes, does little to clarify how a person or statement may or 
may not be anti-American (Trout 2004).  It has limited usefulness as it is not very descriptive or 
analytical (Trout 2004). 
 
Other scholars have attempted to delimit the concept by listing objectives the person, statement, 
or action must fulfill, in order to be characterized as anti-American. These are objectives such as 
presenting the United States as uncultured and boorish, imperialist, or intent on global 
domination (O’Connor aprox. 2004). It is argued that true anti-Americanism does not only entail 
criticism of the United States, but an inherent belief that the United States is not only flawed, but 
‘wicked ‘ and ‘evil’ (Trout 2004). Although anti-Americanism is essentially a global 
phenomenon, it is also worthy to note that anti-Americanism takes on different forms as well as 
being more or less dominant as a feature in culture, society and politics, depending on the geo-
political area (Ceasar 2003). There may sometimes be referred to European anti-Americanism or 
Latin American anti-Americanism. Therefore, determining if a person, action, or statement is 
anti-American it must be analysed from the geo-political perspective. 
  
Latin America has a history of anti-Americanism as a dominant feature of Latin American 
politics that dates back more than 200 years. The Monroe Doctrine, created by the US in 1823 to 
prohibit European countries from further colonizing Latin American, can in many ways be seen 
as the grounds of anti-American resentment within Latin America. Although presented as a 
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doctrine with the protection of Latin America in mind, it has since been argued to be an attempt 
by the United States to gain influence and manipulate Latin American countries. It can be said 
that it is this document and its subsequent use by the US to involve itself in the domestic affairs 
of various Latin American countries that has shaped the anti-American sentiment within the 
Latin American community. Carlos Fuentes, comments on the US’ foreign and domestic policy 
as a Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde situation. "A democracy inside but an empire outside; Dr. Jekyll at 
home, Mr. Hyde in Latin America” (Roett 1988, p.69). Roett, one of the leading US scholars on 
Latin America claims that the geographical aspect of Latin America also plays a role in the 
foreign affairs and business of the US involvement in Latin America (Stuenkel 2011). It is a 
common view in Latin America that, after the election of Ronald Reagan, "U.S. Latin American 
policy became 'Central Americanized,' while at the same time, Washington's foreign policy 
toward the region was largely transformed into a defence policy" (Roett 1988, p.73). 
  
In the aftermath of the Monroe Doctrine, anti-American sentiment has been central in the 
political behaviour and rhetoric in Latin America, particularly in those Latin American countries 
that are also members of the Bolivarian Alliance of the Americas (ALBA) which was founded in 
part on the basis of anti-Americanism. ALBA consists of: Bolivia, Cuba, Dominica, Venezuela, 
Ecuador, Nicaragua, Antigua and Barbuda, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. The anti-
Americanism that can be identified within politics in Latin America can be characterized as 
primarily reactionary to the United States. Anti-Americanism within the ALBA states is defined 
as rhetoric and action by the ALBA states seeking to distance and emancipate themselves from 
the influence of the United States. This anti-American action and rhetoric demonizes the United 
States and presents the United States, as discussed above, as ‘evil’. Working with this definition, 
it is possible to use the concept of anti-Americanism in analysis and identify events in the ALBA 
member states in the context of anti-Americanism such as the Ecuadorian involvement in the 
Julian Assange case which is the example focused on in this project. 
  
As Hugo Chávez is the founder of ALBA, this project begins by describing the anti-Americanism 
in the politics of the ALBA member states with Chávez’ election in 1999 and his changes in 
policy in Venezuela during his presidency, as these actions portray many aspects of the anti-
Americanism that are characteristic for the member states of ALBA. The project examines 
events from 1999 concluding with the Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case in 
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2012 that display features of the Latin American anti-Americanism. The media attention 
surrounding the Julian Assange case due to, among other factors, the controversial nature of 
WikiLeaks put a focus on the anti-Americanism that has influenced the circumstances for the 
granting of asylum to Julian Assange. The Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case to 
some extent representative of anti-Americanism as a part of politics and it is this case the project 
will focus on when discussing the significance of anti-Americanism in the politics of the ALBA 
member states as it a recent event that has been debated extensively in the media and displays 
changes in the nature of anti-Americanism in the ALBA states.  
  
The controversial document-publishing website WikiLeaks, was founded by Julian Assange in 
November 2006, with the purpose of “weakening the power of conspiracies” by providing a 
secure platform for whistleblowers (Assange 2011, p.129-136). WikiLeaks has been a source of 
great controversy since it first leaked documents in December 2006, about Somalia and the 
Union of Islamic Courts (Assange 2011). WikiLeaks has been the platform for the publication of 
classified collections of documents such as what is commonly known as The Afghan War Diary, 
The Iraq War Logs, Cablegate, and the Kroll Report. These documents, among many others, 
have had serious implications for those they concern and have put WikiLeaks on the map as a 
potential threat to governments as well as established institutions. Julian Assange was in 2010 
accused of molestation, abuse, and rape in Sweden. After re-locating to the United Kingdom, 
Assange applied for asylum at the Ecuadorian embassy which was granted to him on the 16th of 
August 2012 on the grounds of fear of political prosecution in the United States of America if he 
were to be extradited to Sweden. The official statement from Ecuador quotes “there is strong 
evidence of retaliation by the country or countries that produced the information disclosed by 
Mr. Assange, retaliation that may endanger his safety, integrity, and even his life” (Ministerio 
des Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio e Integración 2012). Ecuador’s official statement regarding 
the granting of political asylum brings the handling of issues such as freedom of speech and 
human rights by Sweden, the United Kingdom and the US into question and accuses amongst 
others the US of wishing to retaliate against Julian Assange, due to his involvement in publishing 
secret US documents on the WikiLeaks platform. 
  
As the world with time has become more globalized the United States’ hold on Latin America 
has also weakened. As a consequence it seems, the ALBA states have entered the international 
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scene and more boldly seeked to challenge the US. Although having always been present in 
Latin American politics anti-Americanism seems to have gained more focus and become more 
organized in contemporary politics. This project using the Julian Assange case as an example, 
wishes to explore the importance of this anti-Americanism within politics in the ALBA member 
states. 
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1.2 Problem formulation 
How significant is anti-Americanism in politics for the ALBA governments and how is the 
Julian Assange case representative of this? 
 
1.3 Working questions 
  
1. What events, beginning with Chávez’ victory at the polls in 1999 up to Ecuadorian involvement 
in the Julian Assange case in 2012, can be characterized as significant, in the development of 
anti-Americanism within the politics of ALBA member states? 
  
2. How do the leaders of the different ALBA member states convey anti-Americanism in their 
discourses? 
  
3. To what extent can Ecuador’s involvement in the Julian Assange case be characterized as anti-
American and as a part of anti-American politics within Ecuador? 
  
4. What role have other Latin American countries played in Ecuador’s involvement in the Julian 
Assange case and how is this linked to anti-American politics in the ALBA member states? 
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2. Methods 
 
2.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to outline our choice of theories and how we will apply them. This 
chapter will proceed to describe what these theories allow us to do and more importantly, how 
they limit us and how they are supposed to work together. Our use of concepts are also described 
here. 
  
2.2 Choice of theories 
 
  
2.2.1 The realism approach: 
We have chosen to approach the issue of anti-Americanism and its role within Latin American 
politics using the international relations theory of realism. The choice of this theory is based on 
the fact that we as a group find its underlying principles very close to our own ontological and 
epistemological standing concerning the behaviour of states, even though we do not take an 
equally positivistic stance. Realism explains how political action is strictly restricted to the 
pursuit of interests defined in terms of power, which we find holds true in the realm of 
international relations. The root causes of conflict and war can only be understood, when the 
unequal distribution of power becomes the central focus of analysing international relations. The 
unequal distribution of power within realism theory refers to the anarchical state which defines 
international relations, in which states with less power attempt to gain more and states with a 
large amount of power attempt to hold on to this power. 
  
This is relevant to this project as it allows us to analyse the anti-American actions and rhetoric of 
the ALBA countries within the framework of the international realm put forward by realism 
theory. Realism theory has an actor-centred approach to the analysis of international relations 
and through the theory of realism we can understand the motives behind the actions of the 
various political actors – Ecuador, the US, and the other ALBA member states, which provide us  
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with an understanding of the importance of anti-Americanism in politics for the ALBA 
governments. 
  
 
2.2.2 The discursive approach: 
Discourse Analysis operates on two levels, on the one hand discourse analysis operates on a 
micro-level, where it deals with struggles for control and domination between various 
individuals and social groups, on the other it operates at the macro-level, where it sheds light on 
the various statements from e.g. the different institutions of the state (Chilton 2004, p.3). 
Discourse analysis on a macro-level is highly relevant in relation to analysing discourses put 
forward by the various ALBA countries and in our analysis of the significance of anti-
Americanism that to some extent can be found in these discourses to Latin American unity. 
 
Discourse analysis seeks to understand how power is maintained in a society, how the people in 
power use language to further their goals, how they seek to portray the world to their audience, 
how they seek to portray themselves, and by the use of language how do they establish what is to 
be regarded as important and what is not, in other words, what do they address and what is left 
outside. Since this project is going to use statements from various political profiles to understand 
the political situation in Latin America in regard to anti-Americanism we have chosen discourse 
analysis, because it offers a political textual-analysis. Thereby this project assumes it will be able 
to shed some light on the various political motives of the Latin American countries that underlies 
the political statements. 
  
However, in this project, discourse analysis will not stand alone; rather we will apply the theory 
of realism to the findings of the discourse analysis. Thereby hoping to use discourse analysis to 
bolster our realism approach by identifying anti-Americanism in the rhetoric. Therefore, this 
project has chosen to use the sub-genre of discourse analysis known as critical discourse analysis 
(CDA) it has chosen to do so, because the main focus of CDA, unlike other kinds of discourse 
analysis, is how those in power uses language to convey certain messages through semiotic 
representations of the world, which makes it useful for identifying anti-Americanism in the 
rhetoric. 
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2.2.3 Definition of concepts: 
This section will define the concepts this project uses for analysis. These concepts are derived 
from the international relations theory of realism; however we do not find that these concepts 
conflict with the theory of discourse analysis. 
  
Unity: Based on the concept of national interest, unity in realist terms is grounded in the mutual 
benefit of the two or more parties involved in the union. Unity exists between two or more states 
as a result of a purpose as well as political action that is, or perceived to be by all parties, in 
favour of national interest. Unity is defined as sharing a common goal and purpose. This could 
be economic or strategic unity or agreement on political stances that serves national interest. 
Unity may be supported by intergovernmental organizations through which this unified political 
action can be expressed and taken. 
  
Power: Power is the key to understanding both realism theory and in using discourse analysis for 
analysis. Power is the principle of which realism theory is built on as within realism, “power is 
the decisive determinant in the relations among separate political communities and of crucial 
importance to understanding the dynamics of war and peace” (Schmidt 2004, p.523). This 
project will use the concept of power developed by Robert Dahl “who was an influential 
advocate of the relational conception of power, ‘A has power over B to the extent that he can get 
B to do something that B would not otherwise do’” (Schmidt 2005, p.530). Within realism theory 
A and B would necessarily refer to states and according to this definition power is the ability of 
one state to influence the actions of another state.  
  
National interest: The concept of national interest entails what would be or is beneficial to the 
state in question defined in terms of power (Burchill 1996). According to realism the state’s 
interests lie primarily in state survival and security. “Self-interest is a basic fact of the human 
condition” and this is reflected in the foreign policy of states and conceptualized as national 
interest (Jackson and Sørensen, p.79).  
  
State: Realism clearly defines and separates the political actors in the realm of international 
relations into states. Within the theory of realism the state is the primary political actor and agent  
 
 9 
 
(Donelly 2000, p.47). Within realism “the craving for power dictates a search not only for 
relative advantage but also for a secure political space within which to maintain oneself and to 
enjoy oneself free from the political dictates of others… The ultimate political space within 
which security can be arranged and enjoyed is, of course, the independent state” (Jackson and 
Sørensen, p. 76).  Therefore when referring to the individual states, such as when referring to 
Ecuador we refer to Ecuador as a political agent in the realm of international relations. 
Furthermore, our definition of Latin America is based on this concept of states rather than for 
example, ethnicity, language or culture. The states within Latin America that this project chooses 
to focus on are the ALBA member states: Bolivia, Cuba, Dominica, Venezuela, Ecuador, 
Nicaragua, Antigua and Barbuda, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.  
  
Politics: Politics as the art of government is “the notion that politics amounts to ‘what concerns 
the state’”(Heywood 2007, p.5). To some extent this is a restrictive view of the concept of 
politics, as politics becomes limited to “what takes place within a polity, a system of social 
organization centred upon the machinery of government” (Heywood 2007, p.5). Conceptualizing 
politics as ‘power’ for example, although an important element of politics, would mean including 
also the dealings of private life which is not the focus of this project, and which realism theory 
does not deal with. As realism theory deals with states on an international scene it is assumed 
that politics must necessarily take place through and between states and therefore, for the 
purpose of this project we have defined politics as the art of government. 
  
Discourse: We will adhere to Norman Fairclough’s definition of what a discourse is. According 
to Fairclough a discourse is language regarded as being connected with other elements of social 
life (Fairclough 2003, p.3). This definition fits this paper well since we also regard the language 
in use by the different Latin American leaders as being connected with elements of the social life 
in Latin America.  
  
 
2.3 Methodological approach: 
This section will describe our methodological approach and how we will apply realism theory 
and critical discourse analysis respectively. Our methodological approach to the project is 
deductive. We apply the theory of realism and discourse analysis to a body of empirical data in 
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order to reach a conclusion on the significance of anti-Americanism within politics in the ALBA 
member states. 
 
  
2.3.1 Application of realism: 
In order to investigate our problem definition this project uses the theory of realism to identify 
events that are significant in the development of anti-Americanism in the ALBA member states, 
these being: Hugo Chávez’ victory at the polls in 1999, the creation of ALBA in 2004, the 
Honduran coup d’état in 2009 and Ecuador’s decision to grant Julian Assange asylum. This 
project applies realism theory to these events to explain and discuss the anti-Americanism 
involved in the political decisions made in relation to the events. Realism theory is used to 
examine what is communicated by the ALBA member states about their stance on the US 
through their actions and rhetoric in relation to the events that are significant in the development 
of anti-Americanism in the ALBA member states. This project uses realism theory to analyse the 
discourses produced by the ALBA states that convey anti-Americanism in the context of a 
power-centred international arena in which states act in accordance to their national interest. 
  
Using realism’s conception that states are not moral agents we disregard Ecuador’s reasoning 
behind their involvement in the Julian Assange case and instead analyse their involvement with a 
focus on Ecuador’s motivation in relation to their national interest and how it may be interpreted 
as anti-American. The project examines to what extent anti-Americanism is dominant in the 
politics of the other ALBA member states by investigating their role in Ecuador’s involvement in 
the Julian Assange case. This is examined to some extent, using the realist notion that a state’s 
primary goal is survival and security and that unity, is only present to the extent that it serves this 
purpose. 
 
  
2.3.2 Application of discourse analysis: 
This project is interested in analysing certain sets of data, such as speeches and official 
documents, in the overall context of anti-Americanism in the ALBA member states. Therefore, 
the first premise of this project is that language derives its meaning from the social context in 
which it is being uttered, in our case, Latin America. This will be elaborated on further in the 
socio-historic analysis. 
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For discourse analysis to be useful in our analysis of anti-Americanism within the politics of the 
ALBA countries we must also assume that language holds power in a real and actual way. If 
language had no power, the analysis of it would be irrelevant. Therefore our second premise is 
that language has the following capability: Language can use the power invested in it to describe 
what is good and what is evil – even though this is an entirely subjective question. As this paper 
will later demonstrate in the textual analysis the different political actors uses these notions of 
‘good’ and ‘evil’ intensively.  
 
This projects third and last premise, is that language can contribute to the establishment of 
shared opinions and concepts among a group. If language did not have this capability then it 
could not serve a political purpose, in the sense of swaying popular opinion. This feature is the 
one that all critical discourse analysts share, that language shapes and is shaped by society 
(Machin and Mayr 2012, p.4) 
  
Discourse analysis assumes that there are antagonistic and hegemonic discourses. This project 
assumes that there is already a dominant hegemonic discourse in place: the discourse of the 
United States that seeks to portray the Latin American states as less democratic, less coherent 
and thereby less legitimate than the US. The United States is in this aspect a hegemon because 
this is the dominant discourse, thereby not meant that the US discourse is dominant within the 
Latin American countries, but that this discourse is dominant, because it assumes the role of the 
hegemon even within the Latin American countries. This is a condition for this paper, however it 
is not the focus of our enquiry.  
 
On the other hand we have the antagonistic Latin American discourse. The Latin American 
countries on the other hand are not a cohesive political entity as the US is. Therefore it is 
necessary with a greater variety of sources to portray the Latin American discourse. For this 
example, our starting point of analysis will be Hugo Chávez’ speech of 20 September 2006, where 
he addresses the United Nations, this speech is widely known for its anti-American rhetoric. We 
will support this analysis with a briefer analysis of Ecuador’s declaration of granting Julian 
Assange asylum and a few other supporting statements from different Latin American political  
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profiles. What we are looking for in the antagonistic Latin American discourse is indications that 
the US is portrayed as evil, unjust and colonist.  
 
The purpose of any discourse analysis is to seek and clarify elements of ideology within a text. 
To accomplish this task one needs to analyse a given piece of text, but before the analysis can be 
done; one first needs to organize the text according to a set of discursive rules. This is done so 
that when the analysis needs to be done it is far easier to patch together the different elements of 
meaning that the analyst considers to be related. This paper is going to adhere to the 
organizational concepts of James Paul Gee. The concepts we will be using here are the 
following: function words and content words, lines, stanzas and macro-structure (Gee 2010, 
p.127). 
 
Function and content words form the smallest building block in a discourse analysis. Content or 
‘lexical words’ refer to words which have some sort of meaning in it, this category encompasses 
nouns,verbs and adjectives. Function or ‘grammatical words’ refer to determiners, pronouns, 
prepositions and quantifiers (Gee 2010, p.129). A line in its discursive meaning refers to a piece 
of information within a sentence, e. g. “Mary had a balloon and it was red” this sentence is 
composed of two lines “Mary had a balloon” – “and it was red”. A stanza refers to a cluster of 
lines that all revolves around the same topic and lastly a Macro-structure is an organizational 
element of many stanzas that compose a section of meaning in the text. 
 
To give a brief description of how a CDA works, we have chosen to implement the basics of 
CDA on the speech by Hugo Chávez in the UN general assembly on the 20 of September 2006. A 
CDA would proceed like this. According to Fairclough CDA has three interrelated branches of 
analysis (Janks. n.d, p.1). 
 
1. The object of analysis would be the speech and a textual analysis would be required. 
2. The processing analysis would require us to understand: who wrote the article, who was it  
    meant for and lastly in which context it was delivered. In this case, however, we are  
    drawing on a large number of different sources to establish the Latin American discourse. 
    These texts are uttered in a great many different circumstances and therefore a coherent  
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    process-analysis cannot be done. We have therefore chosen to focus our attention on the 
    textual analysis and the socio-historic analysis. 
3. Lastly we would have to explain the ‘socio-historic’ conditions. In this case it would 
    require us to understand the semiotic meaning of the different symbols in use. This can 
    only be done, by gaining an understanding of Latin American history and how the 
    inhabitants of Latin America perceive their own history. We will use the anthropologic 
    studies of Anders Burman to understand the already established narratives in Bolivia, 
    which is a member of ALBA, and thereby gain an understanding of in which context we 
    should place the semiotic choices we find in the political rhetoric. 
This example shows how this project is going to use CDA. Our first working question will allow 
us to understand the socio-historic conditions for US-Latin American relations, then a CDA will 
shed light on how this relationship is portrayed by the different actors involved by the use of 
different texts, e.g. the aforementioned. Then this analysis will allow us to understand to what 
degree anti-Americanism, in the texts of our choice, plays a role. This then will make the process 
of answering question three easier. These three questions will then allow a thorough 
investigation of working question four, which will be the projects final question to answer. 
 
 
2.4 Choice of empirical data: 
Our choice of empirical data is primarily qualitative. The data to which we apply critical 
discourse analysis to, is entirely qualitative as this consists of written text and to a small extent 
videos. We use quantitative data in the form of numbers specifically concerning Ecuador’s 
presumed dependence on the United States as well as when counting words when applying 
discourse analysis but otherwise this project will rely on books, newspaper articles, journal 
articles, official speeches as well as official reports and documents for analysis. 
  
The data of which we base our discussion of the theory of realism and critical discourse analysis 
is primarily found in books, however some journal articles are also used. This data is presented 
in the methods chapter of this project to aid in explaining and describing our theoretical and 
methodological approach. 
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In order to narrow down our data collection, the project uses data for analysis only concerning 
the time period starting with Hugo Chávez’ victory in 1999 and concluding with the Ecuadorian 
involvement in the Julian Assange case in 2012. The data concerning the events in this period is 
derived mainly from newspaper and journal articles. The data concerning the Julian Assange 
case is only derived from newspaper and journal articles because it is a relatively recent event, 
not allowing for an extensive collection of books to be published on this matter. This data is 
chosen from a variety of sources, with authors of a variety of nationalities and news agencies 
from different geographical areas. Where a possible bias of a source exists, it is discussed within 
analysis. Realism theory is used mainly in the analysis of this data. Furthermore, realism theory 
will be used in the analysis of the data selected from reports conducted by various committees 
and organizations. 
  
Both realism theory and critical discourse analysis is applied to the quotes, speeches and 
statements issued by political figures that are relevant to the analysis of the significance of anti-
Americanism in the politics of the ALBA member states. Data of which an extensive critical 
discourse analysis is conducted on includes: a speech by Hugo Chávez, an interview with Rafael 
Correa on the Julian Assange show and quotes found in newspaper articles. We use the 
knowledge gained from the analysis of discourses in the development of anti-Americanism in 
combination with realism theory to thoroughly examine anti-Americanism in the ALBA member 
states. 
 
  
2.5 Theoretical and methodological limitations and reflections: 
This section describes the theoretical and methodological limitations of realism theory and 
discourse analysis in relations to our project and includes our reflections upon these limitations.  
 
As a group of social scientists we describe our own ontological standpoint as being mostly 
positivistic, in that we believe that there are laws society and politics adhere to that exist outside 
the individual. However we describe these as ‘general’ laws, thereby incorporating the 
interpretivist view that some truths are context-based. In that regard we do accept that certain 
things are social constructs, but after they are constructed, we regard them as being realities, that 
can be described, thereby adhering to our positivist standpoint. Also in line with the interpretivist 
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view, ontologically we acknowledge that language holds power and that the analysis of it 
requires a hermeneutic approach, however we are also critical of the knowledge produced 
through these methods and do not believe that they can uncover concrete truths. We believe 
knowledge produced through interpretivist methods must be supported by other approaches in 
order to be used in academia. 
 
  
2.5.1 Limitations of realism theory 
An issue that arises with the use of realism to define the concept of the state is the implicit 
assumption of static state interests. Realism assumes that a state will act on its national interest 
despite the political agenda of the current government. This means that realism effectively 
discounts the possible personal influence of one or few individuals on the international policy of 
a nation-state as it accredits this fully to the anarchical nature of the international relations sphere 
rather than to the personal agenda of certain politicians. Especially when discussing the ALBA 
member states, this can be problematic as government changes can mean quite different political 
priorities within the states. This means for example that the relations of a country like Ecuador 
towards the US can change quite significantly, depending on the ruling government as is to some 
extent the case with the election of Correa in 2007. Nevertheless, realism argues that these 
changes in government are a product of national interest and reflect changes on the international 
scene that open up for, or require a change in policy of state. When applying realism theory to 
our empirical data we take this premise of realism into account as well as the extent to which it 
limits us in analysis. 
  
Furthermore, realism is highly positivistic in nature. On the ontological and epistemological 
scale we as a group of social scientists do not find ourselves in this position but nevertheless find 
that we can answer our problem formulation with the framework presented by realism in the 
form of objective laws that explain political behaviour without necessarily ascribing to the belief 
that these objective laws are concrete reality. 
 
  
2.5.2 Limitations of discourse analysis 
With critical discourse analysis the same concern arises in relation to its highly interpretivist 
nature. Although not necessarily being in the same ontological and epistemological position we 
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 recognize how we can use its sensitivity to the more subjective aspects within political science 
in the analysis of empirical data to produce new knowledge. This sensitivity, however, is also the 
main weakness of discourse analysis as we as researchers cannot disconnect ourselves and our 
interpretation of certain texts from our own cultural and political standpoint, therefore the data 
which we as researchers produce, will still be a product of ourselves and therefore not an 
objective science. This is of course the case for most sciences, but when the main focus of the 
science is interpretation, the need for being aware of this becomes even greater. 
  
In addition, the project faces a problem of validity as only one of the researchers speaks Spanish, 
and this is not his mother tongue. This may hinder textual analysis in particular which is our 
main source of empirical data, since it narrows down our available data as a large part of the data 
is only available in Spanish. Our method to tackle these particular limitations can be found 
below. 
 
  
2.5.3 Tackling limitations of discourse analysis: 
The problem with our own subjectivity within discourse analysis can be addressed by clearly 
stating certain points which constitutes the validity of a discourse analysis. This project will use 
James Paul Gee’s four points of validity in combination with Habermas view on a 
“communicative process’” validity (Gee 2010, p.123). 
1. Convergence: How thorough is the analysis. How many aspects of the written text does it 
take into account.  
2. Agreement: A discourse analysis is more valid the more ‘native speakers’ of the language 
of the analysed text there is in the group. This point is similar to Habermas point of 
‘Understandability’ (Verständlichkeit), where Habermas argues that a statement is more 
valid the more the utterer and the interlocutor speak the same language, language in this 
sense being a more abstract concept of communicative means (Chilton 2004, p.43). 
3. Coverage: A discourse analysis is more valid if it corresponds to other sets of analyzed 
data, analyzed by different sciences. This point corresponds with Habermas notion of ‘truth’ 
(Wahrhaftigkeit) where Habermas argues that a speech is more valid the more the speaker 
assumes that he is telling the truth. 
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4. Linguistic detail: A discourse analysis is more valid the more it ties itself to the linguistic 
nature of the language in question. The more a paper is able to understand the grammatical 
structure of a text the better the analysis. 
Furthermore, we seek to avoid the issue of our own bias in interpretation issue by having more 
than one researcher analyse the different texts, even though complete objectivity is impossible to 
accomplish. Furthermore our awareness of our own bias allows us to be critical in our own 
analysis. To some extent it can be argued that our cultural background is an advantage as we are 
able to view the discourses without the cultural bias of a Latin American as none of us have a 
Latin American background. We will seek to work around this issue of validity by combining 
our findings with those of realism, a science that does not require us to be ‘native speakers’ of 
Spanish, thereby gaining more validity in regard to point number three. 
 
 
2.5.4 Compatibility of critical discourse analysis and realism: 
This project will proceed to use both critical discourse analysis and realism in our approach to 
answering our problem definition. However, realism and critical discourse analysis are very 
distinct in their ontological and epistemological view of society and its development. Realism 
argues that there is a world out there, a world which can be described and understood using a 
thorough understanding of power and this positivistic line of thought is essential to the 
descriptive nature of realism. As E.H Carr argues “In the field of thought, it places its emphasis 
on the acceptance of facts and on the analysis of their causes and consequences” (Burchill 1996, 
p.68). On the other hand discourse analysis in its purest form is a completely interpretivist 
science, “Discourse analysis accepts a hermeneutic conception of theory according to which 
there is no need to explain and predict within the social sciences” (Andersen and Kaspersen 
2000, p.161).  Thereby, already at the most basic ontological and epistemological level we are 
aware that there is a clear distinction between discourse analysis and realism. The latter argues 
that reality can be understood in terms of cause and effect, the former on the other hands argues 
that one cannot predict or explain but simply interpret. 
  
Another clear epistemological distinction is seen in their view of actors and structures. Realism 
is a deterministic science: “Politics is governed by objective laws which have their root in human 
nature. These laws do not change over time and are impervious to human preference” ( Burchill 
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1996, p.74). Thereby realism argues that the political sphere and its actors are subject to a set of 
objective laws which determines the cause of action of the individuals and political organizations 
which compose this sphere. Critical discourse analysis on the other hand involves a clear 
rejection of “rationalism, objectivism and deterministic notions of causation”  and thereby 
critical discourse analysis dismisses the notion of objective laws and it is therefore not a 
deterministic science (Andersen and Kaspersen 2000, p.162). In regard to actors, critical 
discourse analysis also argues that there is no causal relation between actors and these structural 
positions in the political world (Andersen and Kaspersen 2000, p.165). 
  
Nevertheless, critical discourse analysis and realism both regard conflict and domination as the 
primary field of interest in the study of politics, thereby distancing themselves from the classical 
pluralistic concept of a system of “checks and balances” (Andersen and Kaspersen 2000, p.167). 
E. H. Carr argued that the post-WWI discourses of liberal internationalists were based on “the 
illusion of a world society possessing interests and sympathies in common” (Burchill 1996, 
p.69). The theories of our choice therefore share an idea that the world is not based on consensus 
or mutual benefit as the pluralists would have it, which is essential to our analysis of the political 
behaviour of the Latin American countries as well was the United States. This also leads us onto 
another overlap: the similarity of concepts. 
  
Critical discourse analysis reasons that politics are defined as antagonistic and hegemonic 
conflicts taking place in dislocated structures (Andersen and Kaspersen 2000, p.166). The 
concept of antagonisms refers to a relation of conflict between two competing groups. In this 
conflict the Antagonizer seeks to establish a line of demarcation by which they are able to split 
two political groups, the ‘Antagonizer’ will seek to describe one of the groups as ‘us’ and the 
other as ‘them’.  This is the first step towards what Laclau and Mouffe refer to as the hegemonic 
project (Andersen and Kaspersen 2000, p.167). The hegemonic project refers to the situation 
when one group, or a coalition of groups, has assumed domination over another competing 
group. This occurs after an antagonism has been created, as otherwise no formal groups would 
have been created. These two concepts are easily compatible with realism. Carr actually 
formulates a critique of the pluralist concept of harmony on interest which seems very similar to 
the concepts of antagonistic and hegemonic conflict: “The doctrine of the harmony of interests…  
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is the natural assumption of a prosperous and privileged class, whose members have a dominant 
voice in the community and are therefore naturally prone to identify its interest with their own. 
In virtue of this identification, any assailant of the interests of the dominant group is made to 
incur the odium of assailing the alleged common interest of the whole community, and is told 
that in making this assault he is attacking his own higher interests. The doctrine of the harmony 
of interests thus serves as an ingenious moral device invoked, in perfect sincerity, by privileged 
groups in order to justify and maintain their dominant position” (Burchill 1996, p.69). Here Carr 
refers to hegemonic situation in which a clear antagonizing discourse has come into effect. A 
discourse of what benefits society as a whole has been established and anyone seeking to undo 
this will be antagonized. It is therefore clear that even though the realist school and critical 
discourse analysis have its major differences, it agrees upon a concept of domination and power 
to explain the international politics which is central to our project and understanding of anti-
Americanism in relation to politics in the ALBA member states. 
 
  
2.5.5 Combining realism and critical discourse analysis 
As critical discourse analysis and realism have very different ontological and epistemological 
starting points it has been necessary to be explicit when using these two theories and define clear 
areas for both. Nevertheless this combination of theories and methodology is useful to this 
project as we use the theory of realism to explain the flow of power in the international arena in 
addition to defining international relations as such, while critical discourse analysis explains the 
nature of this power and how it is addressed, maintained and expanded. We use the knowledge 
gained from the analysis of discourses in the development of anti-Americanism in combination 
with realism theory to thoroughly examine anti-Americanism in the ALBA member states. 
  
Using our findings from critical discourse analysis to support the conclusions reached using 
realism theory, and vice versa, is beneficial in our analysis of the significance of anti-
Americanism in the ALBA states as the anti-Americanism found in this region is largely 
reactionary to the United States, not for example aggressive, and is thus found to a higher degree 
within discourses than other types of data. 
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The combination of realism theory and critical discourse analysis is particularly useful when 
accounting for the discrepancy there can be between the actual message of the political actor and 
his/her intentions with the message, such as can be identified as being the case with Ecuador’s 
involvement in the Julian Assange case. Discourse analysis tells us what the political actor 
communicates in the specific discourse where realism theory then can be used to explain or 
predict the consequences of this. This is relevant and useful for the project when for example, 
discussing events in the development of anti-Americanism in Latin American politics through 
the period of time specified in the project. 
  
What is identified as being communicated by the political actor through critical discourse 
analysis can be put in a context of an overall political strategy by realism theory, which has been 
useful for this project when analysing discourses of ALBA member states in reaction to 
Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case. 
  
It is therefore important to know that in a political context all language is political in the way that 
they shape how certain people and events are represented (Machin and Mayr 2012, p.18). This 
represents a choice made by the utterer of the language, and therefore it is important to know the 
semantic meaning the choice of words has in context if one are to understand the effect a piece 
of text might have. 
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3. Analysis 
This chapter is separated into the four working questions presented in the introduction. Each 
section presents the data collected to answer the individual working question followed by 
analysis. The analysis and following conclusions enable us to answer our problem formulation. 
 
 
3.1 What events, beginning with Chávez’ victory at the polls in 1999 up to 
Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case in 2012, can be 
characterized as significant, in the development of anti-Americanism within the 
politics of ALBA member states? 
 
 
3.1.1 Introduction:  
Since the US’ creation of the Monroe doctrine in 1823 anti-Americanism has been a factor 
within Latin American politics, although it has certainly changed and developed with time; it is 
also important to note that the degree of impact of the employed anti-American rhetoric and 
actions have varied. Since Chávez’ presidential victory and instatement in 1999 up until the Julian 
Assange case in 2012, there have been many events that have been involved in the development 
of anti-Americanism within the politics of ALBA member states. Though for the purpose of this 
question four events, namely Chávez’ victory at the polls in 1999, the formation and development 
of ALBA, the Andean diplomatic crisis of 2008 and the Honduran coup in 2009 could be 
considered the most significant in the development of anti-Americanism within the politics of the 
ALBA member states, will be used. Each of the four cases will be thoroughly examined; this is 
done by first looking at what exactly occurred in each of these events, then by reviewing the 
aftermath of the event and finally by discussing the factors with anti-Americanism in the 
different events. After discussing the four cases, they will be compared to the Assange case; the 
purpose of this is to shed light on what developments in anti-Americanism there have been, and 
also to provide measurement of how much anti-Americanism has developed within the politics 
of ALBA member states. 
 
  
 22 
 
3.1.2 Hugo Chávez as President of Venezuela:  
The victory of Hugo Chávez of the elections for presidency in 1998 and its aftermath are the first 
of the five cases that we will be looking into, in order to illustrate the changes towards an 
increase in anti-Americanism that ALBA member states have gone through. These changes 
entail political, social and economic changes, all of which lead to a more centralized government 
much more in control, especially of the economy, as many of the companies in Venezuela have 
become nationalized. 
 
In 1998, only six years since his attempted coup and four years after his release from prison, 
Chávez ran for president. Chávez took advantage of the public distaste with the Venezuelan elite 
at the time and rode this momentum, taking his anti-American and socialist ideals along with 
him, to the position of president in 1999. Later through continued political victories Chávez was 
able to remove the term limits for presidency, thus allowing him to hold his position for an 
indefinite period of time. 
 
In 2001 Chávez enacted the new Hydrocarbons Law, which allowed the government of 
Venezuela to seize control of the production and distribution of oil (Forensic architecture 2001). 
The control of oil production was and still is crucial to the economy of Venezuela, as it is by far 
the largest export. “His policies, including the firing of the management of the state-owned oil 
company that is the source of most of the government’s wealth, angered members of the middle 
class, and in April 2002, he was briefly ousted in a failed coup” (NY Times 2012). This quote 
describes a coup had been set in motion to overthrow Chávez from his presidency, and while 
officially it is said that this was due to the angered middle class, Chávez blamed the US, and the 
failed coup only caused Chávez to become more anti-American. “Speaking the day after Mr. 
Bush had addressed the General Assembly, declared that the room stank of sulphur because ‘the 
devil’ had been there” (NY Times 2012). The nationalization of privatized oil corporations 
almost cost Chávez his post as President but he was reluctant to give up on his policies. Seizing 
control of the oil production also caused a “lock-out/strike and oil industry sabotage organized 
by opposition leaders from December 2002 until February of 2003” (Venezuelanalysis 2003). 
The strike/lockout cost the Venezuelan government 20 billion dollars, went on for nearly two 
months and by the end of it the government had to let go of 19.000 PDVSA workers of the oil  
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production factory (Venezuelanalysis 2003) and hire workers loyal to the government (UN News 
Centre 2004).  
 
According to “Instituto nacional de estadísticas” US accounted for most of Venezuela’s exports 
and imports, these numbers dropped significantly from 1999 to 2007 (Global Research 2010). 
One of the measures to accomplish the reduction of the oil trade with the US has been to increase 
the supply to China (Global Research 2010); arguably, amongst other reasons, the purpose of 
this has been to reduce their dependency on the US, and with Venezuela holding the largest 
reserves of conventional oil in the western hemisphere, (Venezuelanalysis 2003) , this has had an 
impact on the US. Nevertheless, reducing the oil trade with the US has not been without sacrifice 
for Venezuela, as Venezuela “on oil for 80% of its export earnings, 50% of its government 
revenue, and 30% of GNP”  the radical change in oil production and oil income had a strong 
impact on the Venezuelan economy (Venezuelanalysis 2003). The desire to be independent of 
the US and retain sovereignty is a feature of anti-Americanism in the ALBA member states that 
is clearly apparent in the economic policies of Hugo Chávez’ and this alongside with the 
centralization of his power has been the crucial part of Chávez’ agenda.  In some ways the 
change in economic policy can also be seen as an attack on the US considering the value of oil as 
a resource and the importance of securing oil trade partners in that the US then is forced to seek 
out new trade partners. According to realism theory political action is not taken without careful 
consideration and therefore we can deduce that despite the sacrifices to the Venezuelan economy 
the country has gained enough in relation to distancing themselves from the US to justify this 
action which demonstrates the nature of anti-Americanism within the ALBA member states. 
 
There are four main features of anti-Americanism that can be identified in relation to the election 
of Hugo Chávez and the subsequent changes in his policies. The first is the election itself,  as it 
shows public support for Chávez and thereby also for his ideals which include anti-Americanism. 
As anti-Americanism is such a central theme of Chávez’ policies, the Venezuelan public 
demonstrates their support of Chávez’ opposition to the United States through their continuous 
elections of him. The second feature of anti-Americanism in this case is Chávez's accusations 
that the Bush administration engineered the failed coup against his regime; this also shows the 
apparent distrust that Chávez has for the US and this has done a lot to intensify the anti-American 
sentiment in Venezuela that Chávez has been promoting throughout his political career. Whether  
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or not Chávez’ claim has any truth to it is irrelevant; as it is not the action of the US government, 
but the actions of the Venezuelan government and Chávez that are relevant. This seen through the 
spectre of realism, is an attempt by a weaker power, in this case Venezuela, to create conflict 
with the dominant power, the US, in order to advance their national interest, namely their power. 
The third key feature of anti-Americanism is the nationalization of the Venezuelan oil supplies 
and Chávez’ attempts to shift the importation of their oil exports away from the US; which is 
clearly anti-American as it is an attempt to sever ties with the US, albeit slowly. The significance 
of the election of Hugo Chávez as President of Venezuela is apparent in that he has become a 
figurehead of anti-Americanism in Latin America and has been one of the leading figures in the 
making of anti-Americanism politics, on a regional as well as domestic level.  
 
 
3.1.3 Creation of ALBA: 
“In Spanish, the word alba means “dawn.” It is also the name of a bold plan for Latin 
American integration proposed by Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez in 2001, as an alternative 
to the U.S.-backed Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA).” (Venezuelan Embassy, 
2011). 
 
The symbolism weighs heavily on the chosen name for the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of 
Our America (ALBA), and originally the word, alternative, was used instead of alliance for the 
name of the organization (Britannica 200?). The choice of the name is a reaction to the FTAA, 
which is an organization that allows free trade through the Americas. The word alternative is 
used here, which gives an impression of the independency the founding members hope to 
achieve and highlights the reactionary elements in the creation of ALBA. Bolivarian is a 
reference to a revolutionary named Simon Bolivar, who is also known as The Liberator 
(Britannica 200?).  A man generally accepted as a hero throughout all of Latin America 
represents ALBA and its ideals. “The only vote against the plan came from the Bolivarian 
Republic of Venezuela; although the plan was published as having been approved unanimously” 
(Medina 2012). The plan that is mentioned in the quote, was a plan to approve of the FTAA, for 
which only the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela voted against openly, and so it is no 
coincidence that Hugo Chávez established ALBA shortly after. The creation of ALBA is an 
alternative choice of trade for those who will not be a part of the FTAA due to ideological and  
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political differences. In one case these differences happened to be realised in a quite literal sense, 
the case being Cuba which has been excluded from the trade alliance. Even the name of ALBA 
itself suggests a strong opposition towards US and its ways of getting involved in the affairs of 
Latin America.   
 
When the executive secretary Amenothep Zambrano of ALBA is asked for a few words on what 
ALBA is, his response is as follows: “It is solidarity, it is integration, it is unity, it is 
complementarity, it is cooperation. It is an alliance that promotes equality among our peoples” 
(Venezuelanalysis 2011). What was originally an alliance between only two states, Cuba and 
Venezuela, later included the following countries: Bolivia in 2006, Nicaragua in 2008, Dominica 
in 2008, Honduras from 2008-2010, Ecuador in 2009, St. Vincent and the Grenadine Islands in 
2009 and Antigua and Barbuda in 2009 (Medina 2012).   The following is another quote from 
the executive secretary of ALBA: “We came to New York for a forum about the eradication of 
poverty, and we said in front of all of the countries in the United Nations that poverty is not a 
mistake of the capitalist system; it is the natural consequence of the system. Capital goes one 
way, and ethics and morality go the other direction” (Venezuelanalysis 2011). 
 
In 2009 ALBA created a new currency and named it SUCRE. The new currency allows member 
states to trade with each other without the use of the dollar, making them less dependent on other 
global currencies and thereby less influenced. Shortly after introducing the new currency, 
Ecuador and Venezuela “conducted the first bilateral trade deal between two ALBA countries 
using the new trading currency, the Sucre, instead of the US dollar” (Mather 2010). 
 
While ALBA had been successful in certain areas, it has certainly suffered setbacks. Some less 
radical countries did not agree with the anti-Americanism that ALBA member states have been 
focusing on. These countries include Mexico and Colombia, and Brazil and a few others to a 
lesser degree and the political disagreements led to the creation of CELAC (Toothaker 2011). 
CELAC was created in 2011 as the latest union in Latin America, and the most popular one, 
including 33 member countries. While CELAC focuses on both the political and economic issues 
of Latin America, since it includes so many members, the political spectrum is a very broad one 
(Toothaker 2011). "We are sentencing the Monroe Doctrine to death", a quote by Daniel Ortega  
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the President of Nicaragua, shows just how broad the political spectrum is in CELAC, since the 
Colombian President Juan Manuel Santos insists that “CELAC isn’t born to be against anyone”, 
being an ally of the US (Toothaker 2011). 
 
This demonstrates how the number of member states of ALBA have been limited due to the 
strong ideals that ALBA promotes; amongst which is the hostility it shows towards capitalism 
and US policy in general. The comments of the executive secretary of ALBA point to the fact 
that ALBA revolves around the ideals of solidarity, equality and anti-Americanism. The main 
reason behind this is that the ALBA member states blame the US for their lack of independency 
and poverty. This can be seen as one of the main reasons for the creation of the new currency 
SUCRE.  
 
ALBA's extreme anti-American sentiment is in part to blame for ALBA's limited membership 
growth, in comparison to later organizations founded in Latin America  with less radical ideals, 
such as CELAC. As CELAC’s member nations include all of Latin America, this means that it 
has a more diversified political agenda, and is therefore less anti-American. Others are directly 
friendly towards the US such as Mexico and Columbia.. Nevertheless, CELAC can still be 
characterized as anti-American, this is because they include countries renowned for their anti-
Americanism, such as Cuba and Venezuela, in the alliance; also CELAC shares some similar 
core ideals with ALBA, such as improved integration and unification in Latin American, and a 
reduction in the influence of the US in the Latin American. 
 
In review of the creation of ALBA, there are four key features of anti-Americanism that can be 
identified. The first is the name of ALBA itself and how it wishes to be viewed as an alternative 
political and economic union in reference to FTAA. Being established by Hugo Chávez, of whom 
Simon Bolivar is a role model according to Chávez himself, tells us that ALBA’s intent is to fight 
what they deem to be American imperialism. The second key feature is the statements given by 
the executive secretary of ALBA, from which we can conclude, that ALBA’s view on US policy 
is that it is an amoral entity. Another conclusion that can be made is that they see capitalism as 
an obstacle that is in the way of Latin American solidarity and equality. The third key feature of 
anti-Americanism in this case is the creation of the new currency, SUCRE. The creation of the 
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new currency is a direct action to not only become independent from the influence of the US and 
the dollar, but also in part, an attack on the United States by the ALBA member states, as this 
shift away from the dollar towards the SUCRE, could have massive implications for the stability 
and power of the US dollar. The final key feature is the creation of CELAC and how it can be 
seen as a less radical version of ALBA. Although CELAC is less radical in its anti-Americanism, 
it is still pertinent; essentially CELAC has led to a more unified anti-American front, albeit at the 
cost of some of the more extreme anti-Americanism. Although CELAC is less radical in its anti-
Americanism, it is still pertinent; essentially CELAC has led to a more unified anti-American 
front, albeit at the cost of some of the more extreme anti-Americanism. 
 
 
3.1.4 The Andean diplomatic crisis: 
A key diplomatic dispute in Latin America, known as the Andean diplomatic crisis of 2008, is 
the third case to be addressed. Before discussing the crisis it is important to understand what the 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) are. FARC is the largest rebel group in 
Colombia, and since 1997 they have been on the US State Department’s list of foreign terrorist 
organizations. FARC claims, “they represent the rural poor against Colombia's wealthy classes 
and oppose the privatization of natural resources, multinational corporations, and rightist 
violence. They also oppose American influence in Colombia, particularly Plan Colombia, the 
United States' $1.3 billion initiative to equip the Colombian military to eradicate coca.” (SLATE 
2002) The crisis began when Colombian troops stormed a FARC rebel camp a mile across the 
border, in Ecuador, without permission from the Ecuadorian government and killed 26 people 
including a top leader, Raúl Reyes. The Colombian troops also recovered some computers, 
containing various types information on FARC. This incident caused immediate regional conflict 
and many political disputes. 
 
Shortly after the raid on the FARC camp the Venezuelan Foreign Ministry expelled the 
diplomats of the Colombian Embassy and President Rafael Correa did the same in Ecuador, also 
Correa cut diplomatic ties with Colombia. Venezuela and Ecuador also stationed troops on their 
Colombian borders in response to the raid; and President Chávez of Venezuela stated on national 
television, along with the deployment of troops to the border, that if a similar event occurred 
within Venezuela’s borders it would incite war. Despite this Colombian officials stated that they  
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would not increase the number of their troops on their borders. In an attempt to defuse the crisis 
the Organization of American States (OAS) met shortly after the raid and declared it a violation 
of sovereignty, but did not go so far as to condemn Colombia. There was also concern amongst 
other Latin American nations, as many felt that it was an issue of Colombia violating Ecuador’s 
sovereignty, which led to some insecurity. As Brazil’s foreign minister, Celso Amorim, stated, 
“Our view of this issue right now is that there is no doubt that there is a territorial violation and 
we condemn it,” Amorim went on to state that, “It raises insecurity problems in all countries of 
the region, mostly in the smaller ones.” (Romero 2008). Colombia was not the only one to be 
criticized as many felt that Venezuela’s participation in the incident was unwarranted, even 
within Venezuela. As the publisher of Tal Cual newspaper, Teodoro Petkoff, stated: “If anyone 
has to protest, it is Ecuador’s government, as the military incident took place in Ecuadorean 
territory, not ours, Venezuela has nothing to complain about” (Romero 2008). 
 
The information on the laptops obtained from the raid, which was confirmed by Interpol, raised a 
number of other questions and added to the tensions between the three countries. The 
information showed for instance, that FARC rebels had donated 100,000 dollars to Rafael 
Correa’s campaign in Ecuador’s presidential election. It also described the FARC attempt “to 
secure Mr. Chávez’s assistance for buying arms and obtaining a $250 million loan, ‘to be paid 
when we take power.’” (Romero 2008) After the Colombian government reviewed the 
information on the laptops Colombian ambassador, Camilo Ospina, stated: “There is not the least 
doubt that the governments of Venezuela and Ecuador have been negotiating with terrorists,” 
Ospina went on to state that, “Allowing terrorist groups to keep camps on their territory border 
for the planning and execution of terrorist acts is a crime and a clear violation of international 
treaties” (Romero 2008). 
 
When reviewing the anti-Americanism in the Andean diplomatic crisis there are four key 
features to take note of. The first is the statement of President Chávez of Venezuela. Chávez 
claimed that the US was behind the Colombian raid as he “called Colombia the ‘Israel of Latin 
America’ saying both countries bombed and invaded neighbors by invoking a supposed right to 
defense’ that he said was ordered by the United States” (Romero 2008). This through the 
perspective of realism is seen as the weaker nation’s attempt to create conflict with the dominant  
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power, the US, in order advance their national interest. The second is the conflict itself between 
the three countries; as Ecuador and Venezuela, which both have leftist leaders and both have 
strong anti-American sentiment, and Colombia, which is “Washington’s top regional ally” 
(Romero 2008). Realism explains this as the weaker nations’ attempting to push the dominant 
power’s influence in the region, Colombia or specifically the Uribe administration, out, 
essentially creating conflict, in order to advance their national interest. The third key feature of 
anti-Americanism in the Andean diplomatic crisis of 2008 is that Venezuela actually involved 
itself in the conflict; their border was not crossed and they received much criticism about their 
involvement both abroad and domestically. The Defense Minister of Venezuela, General 
Gustavo Rangel, claimed that the grounds for Venezuela’s deployment of troops to the border 
was in order to contain “the reach of the United States. ‘It is not against the people of Colombia, 
but rather the expansionist designs of the empire,’ General Rangel said, referring to the United 
States, at a news conference here” (Romero 2008). The final key feature of anti-Americanism in 
the crisis is the relationship between the Ecuadorian and Venezuelan governments, in particular 
their presidents, and their relationships with the FARC rebels, who clearly have strong anti-
American sentiment. The fact that President Correa’s campaign was sponsored by FARC and 
that President Chávez helped FARC in obtaining arms and finances shows that both leaders’ 
interests are aligned with FARC’s. This relationship with realism would be seen as the weaker 
powers joining together in order to challenge the dominant power, as it would increase their 
chances of successfully advancing their national interest with support. The Venezuelan-
Ecuadorian FARC relationship is also most likely a product of their shared Marxist-Leninist 
ideology and strong anti-Americanism. 
 
 
3.1.5 The Honduras coup d’état: 
The fourth case that will be discussed in this analysis is the Honduras coup d’état in 2009. In 
2009 President Manuel Zelaya made attempts to lift the presidential term limits in Honduras. 
Ultimately his attempts led to high tensions in the Honduran government, particularly with the 
military. The result of this tension was a military coup. On June 28th, 2009 the Honduran 
military took President Zelaya out of his bed and placed him on a plane to Costa Rica. Later on 
the same day the congress of Honduras replaced him with an interim president, Roberto 
Micheletti. The international community had many issues with the coup, particularly within the  
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Americas. Even in the US there were many critics including, at first, the president, “President 
Obama on Monday strongly condemned the ouster of Honduras’s president as an illegal coup 
that set a ‘terrible precedent’ for the region, as the country’s new government defied 
international calls to return the toppled president to power and clashed with thousands of 
protesters” (Cooper & Lacey 2009). 
 
The aftermath of the coup was Honduras plummeting in a downward spiral. In November of 
2009 elections were held in Honduras, that were “managed by the same figures who had initiated 
the coup” and a new president was elected, Porfirio Lobo; although President Lobo’s 
government “retains most of the military figures who perpetrated the coup, and no one has gone 
to jail for starting it” (Frank 2012). Even currently in 2012 many see President Lobo’s 
government as “a child of the coup” (Frank 2012). Despite this “President Obama quickly 
recognized Mr. Lobo’s victory, even when most of Latin America would not” (Frank 2012). 
These are not the only problems in Honduras, crime, violence and corruption run rampant; seen 
with reports such as, “According to the United Nations, it now has the world’s highest murder 
rate, and San Pedro Sula, its second city, is more dangerous than Ciudad Juárez, Mexico, a 
center for drug cartel violence.” It is also seen with the fact that “prominent figures came 
forward to charge that the police are riddled with death squads and drug traffickers, the most 
famous accuser was a former police commissioner, Alfredo Landaverde” (Frank 2012). Mr. 
Landaverde was later assassinated after making such accusations. Yet despite the human rights 
violations and the oppressive nature of Lobo’s government, “in early October, Mr. Obama 
praised Mr. Lobo at the White House for leadership in a ‘restoration of democratic practices.’ 
Since the coup the United States has maintained and in some areas increased military and police 
financing for Honduras and has been enlarging its military bases there, according to an analysis 
by the Fellowship of Reconciliation” (Frank 2012). 
 
When examining the anti-Americanism in the Honduran coup d’état and its aftermath, it is 
important to recognize its three key features. The first is USA’s track record in the region, “The 
United States has a history of backing rival political factions and instigating coups in the 
region” which has overtime developed anti-Americanism in the region and led to much 
scepticism revolving around whether the US was involved in the recent coup; also in part due to  
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the relationship between the US and Honduran militaries (Cooper & Lacey 2009). This leads to 
the second feature of anti-Americanism in the coup and its aftermath, which are the repeated 
accusations that President Chávez made. Chávez claimed “that the CIA may have had a hand in 
the president’s removal” (Cooper & Lacey 2009). Although the US denied any such involvement 
in the coup and claimed that if anything they had attempted to defuse the situation. Using realism 
one realizes that Chávez’s accusations are the attempt of a smaller country to incite conflict, as it 
then gives them the potential to advance their national interest, while the dominant nation the US 
attempts to retain the peace as conflict is not beneficial for the dominant nation. The final aspect 
involving anti-Americanism in the coup and its aftermath that is important to take note of is the 
increase of anti-Americanism. Due to President Obama’s support of the questionable Honduran 
November elections and the oppressive Lobo’s regime, anti-Americanism in the Latin American 
community grew. Although this appears odd, as the spread of anti-Americanism is not beneficial 
to the US, President Obama’s actions can be explained through realism; as Honduras was a 
strategic military position and old ally to the US, Obama’s continued support of the Lobos 
regime was thus through a realism point of view simply as the US advancing their national 
interest. The US’ continued support of Lobo’s questionable regime also becomes a justification 
for anti-Americanism; as it shows support for a government that is clearly violating human rights 
simply because it is in USA’s interest, which perpetuates the concept of the US as an entity 
merely concerned with its own interests. 
 
  
3.1.6 Comparison of the four cases to the Assange case: 
The fifth case is the Julian Assange case, but as its circumstances have previously been discussed 
and its features of anti-Americanism are to be later discussed; its purpose is merely to be a 
comparison to the four other cases so as to demonstrate the development of anti-Americanism. 
When comparing the first four cases with the Assange cases five key developments in anti-
Americanism are evident. The first is the shift from where the conflicts occur; in the past it was 
on a domestic and regional level whereas the Assange case is on the international level. 
Although it is important to note the exception to this, namely Venezuela’s relationship with Iran, 
driven by their leaders and anti-Americanism. The Chávez 1999 election and the Honduras coup 
d’état of 2009 are both clearly domestic events. The Andean diplomatic crisis of 2008 and the 
creation of ALBA both occurred on the regional level, within Latin America. Whereas the Julian 
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Assange case is a dispute between Ecuador, with backing from other Latin American countries, 
and the US, UK and Sweden, and is taking place at the Ecuadorian Embassy in London, 
England; thereby on the international level. Its second development is that the Assange case is in 
the spot light much more than the other cases, in part this is due to it being on the international 
scene. This is demonstrated simply by the amount of news pertinent to the cases, despite the fact 
that the Assange case is much more recent; in other words the Assange case is front-page news, 
whereas the other cases tended to receive less attention. The third key development in anti-
Americanism is apparent when comparing the Assange case to the others, which is that the US is 
a primary actor rather than secondary, and is much more antagonized than in the past events. In 
past cases, such as the Andean diplomatic crisis and the Honduran coup, President Chávez 
claims that the US is involved and there is conflict with the US’ ally, Colombia, but the US is 
clearly a secondary actor. Whereas stated earlier in the Assange case the US is a primary actor as 
the dispute is between the US, the UK and Sweden, and Ecuador, with backing from other Latin 
American countries; as seen when Julian Assange also thanks Latin American countries other 
than Ecuador in his address on the Ecuadorian Embassy’s balcony. This form of confrontation is 
much more antagonistic than previous actions, as the US plays much more of a key role in the 
Assange case, being a primary actor; also because it is a matter that does not, in its nature, 
involve Ecuador directly. The fourth development in anti-Americanism in the Assange case is 
that in this case there is more support from a larger number of Latin American countries. In the 
first four cases there is virtually no support from other Latin American countries, in the case of 
ALBA for instance there is merely 8 member states and that is eight years after its creation. In 
the other three cases as well, it is merely the directly involved parties that involve themselves in 
the conflict and the other countries remain neutral, occasionally commenting on the situation. 
For example in the 2009 Honduran coup d’état there was no support from other Latin American 
countries when the president was forcibly removed. In the Assange case on the other hand, other 
Latin American countries involved themselves when Britain was threatening to storm the 
Ecuadorian Embassy by voicing support for Ecuador. The final development is the shift in the 
leftist leadership in Latin America, essentially the shift in the leader of anti-Americanism in 
Latin America; and although it is less significant than the previous four, it is still notable. This is 
in part due to the current predicament of President Chávez of Venezuela, the leader in the 
previous four cases, namely his battle with cancer. Although this shift in leadership is in large  
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part due to President Rafael Correa’s decision to involve Ecuador in the high profile Assange 
case, which has such strong undertones of anti-Americanism; which was essentially a move 
towards the role of leadership. It is also important to note that using realism one can see that this 
shift in leadership was created due to the dominant power of the region’s weakness, namely 
Chávez’ battle with cancer. So the weaker power, Ecuador, made moves in order to advance their 
national interest, essentially gain more power. In conclusion between the election of President 
Chávez of Venezuela and the Julian Assange case, including the two, there have been five 
significant events in the development of anti-Americanism within the politics of ALBA member 
states; furthermore by comparing the first four events with the final one, the Assange case, the 
five key developments in the anti-Americanism of the ALBA member states becomes 
pronounced. 
 
  
3.1.7 Conclusion: 
The four cases that we chose as the most significant in the development of anti-Americanism, 
from the period between Chávez’s victory in the Venezuelan presidential elections and the 
Assange case; are the Chávez’s victory and the aftermath of it, the creation of ALBA and its 
development, the Andean diplomatic crisis of 2008, and the Honduran coup of 2009. Each of the 
four cases contained many underlying features of anti-Americanism, and have attributed to its 
recent development. This became more apparent when comparing the four cases to the Assange 
case, so as to perceive the developments in anti-Americanism with the politics of ALBA member 
states. In conclusion as previously discussed since the Monroe doctrine anti-Americanism has 
developed with time; in recent years this remains true, each examined case contained features of 
anti-Americanism that was significant in the development of anti-Americanism over the last 
decade. 
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3.2 How do the leaders of the different ALBA member states convey anti-
Americanism in their discourses? 
 
 
3.2.1 Introduction:  
The purpose of this question is to shed some light on the different elements of the various pieces 
of text that seem to be recurring and which ones that seem to be unique to the individual actor. 
This is the purpose of the textual analysis or the Micro-analysis. The socio-historic analysis or 
Macro-analysis will seek to place the findings of the micro-analysis into the overall context of 
the Latin American narratives that we see in the works by Burman. Thereby becoming truly 
critical in the sense that it seeks to describe how these discourses are reproduced, and not only 
describing the political discourse. 
 
As mentioned earlier a discourse analysis requires three elements: A textual analysis, a process 
analysis and lastly a socio-historic analysis. This part of the project will not construct a vast 
process analysis, as explained earlier, but rather seek to clarify how the different political leaders 
convey anti-americanism through their semiotic choices and then see if we can identify these in 
regard to some of the statements and interviews we have in regard to the Julian Assange case. 
Therefore the main focus of this chapter will be the textual analysis. 
 
 
3.2.2 Portrayal of George W. Bush: 
The following pages will use a speech delivered by president Hugo Chávez of Venezuela in 2006 
to the UN assembly, the different uses of rhetoric in this speech will then be compared to other 
Latin American leaders’ statements, in particular in relation to the Julian Assange case, to see if 
there actually is a recurring pattern in the discourses in use by the different actors. The Chávez 
speech has been chosen, because it represents not only a speech in which anti-American 
sentiments are present, but it is a speech that was made famous by the thorough use of anti-
American rhetoric. Therefore this team of researchers assumes that this speech is not only valid 
but also favorable for comparative studies of the rhetoric in use. It is extreme in its use of 
discourses, like many other statements by Hugo Chávez and if these discourses can then again be 
found in other statements, then this paper assumes that there will be sufficient data to state that 
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an actual anti-American discourse is present in certain Latin American countries (Aponte-
Moreno 2012). 
 
The speech by Hugo Chávez was made by famous by its metaphorical comparisons of the former 
US president George Bush and the devil. Therefore this analysis will first and foremost focus on 
the depiction in the Latin American discourse of the American head of state. 
 
Hugo Chávez refers to George Bush as the devil in the start of the speech to the general 
assembly (Appendix 3. p,1. lines, 13-15). 
Stanza 2. 
1) I think that the first people who should read this book are our brothers and sisters in the 
United 
2) States because their threat is in their own house. 
3) The devil is right at home. The devil -- the devil, himself, is right in the house. 
He uses the content word ”devil” in Stanza2/Line3, which refers to some sort of evil incarnate, 
but the use of the function word “the”, more specifically a determining article, implies that this is 
not just some sort of lesser evil as a demon or such, but the actual devil or Satan from the 
Gospels. This point is further emphasized two minutes into the speech, since Mr. Chávez does the 
Sign of the Cross, a gesture that is often associated with the Catholic Church, and places his 
palms like a man who is praying immediately afterwards he mentions the devil (ComeLeVent, 
2008, 02:00). Therefore there can be no doubt that not only is Mr. Bush an evil man or even a 
monster, but he is actually the Devil, himself. When a parallel between a state official and some 
sort of evil is made, it has a number of textual consequences. First of all the target domain, in 
this case the American president, is attributed some of the characteristics of the source domain, 
in this case the devil, thereby creating a metaphor that says “the American president is as evil as 
the devil”, this is of course obvious to most readers, but it also serves another purpose (Machin, 
D & Mayr, A. 2012. p. 165). The metaphor alienates and anonymizes the American President to 
the reader. Hugo Chávez specifically mentions other heads of states by name, as in the following 
quote, where Chávez describes what the UN is good for “listen to good speeches, like Abel's 
yesterday, or President Mullah's” (Appendix 3. p,3. lines ,29-30). Chávez refers to a number of 
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 other presidents by name throughout the entire text, and ascribing them positive characteristics, 
like in the previous quote, where they were portrayed as being good orators. 
 
Considering the portrayal of the American president it is interesting to note that through the 
entire speech, George Bush is referred to in twelve of the 74 paragraphs of the speech, however 
in none of these references is George Bush mentioned by name. He is referred to by a number of 
other different words: he, The President of the United States, the Spokesman of imperialism, 
Devil and World Dictator (Appendix 3. p. 1, lines: 14, 20, 24. p.2, line 18) but nowhere is he 
mentioned by name. These metaphorical names are all made up mostly of content words, thereby 
creating names for George Bush which is filled with content or in this case – a negative meaning. 
The word that is primarily used in this speech for referring to George Bush, except for the 
pronoun he, is the word-cluster the President of the United States. This type of referencing is 
known as a functionalization and to in this case it serves as a tool to partially dehumanize George 
Bush (Machin & Mayr 2012, p.81). 
 
This heavy reliance on functionalizations and anonymization seem however not to be a universal 
feature of the discourses in question for this analysis; e.g. in this quote by the Bolivian president 
Evo Morales (Telam-Sni, 2005). 
Stanza1. 
1) Bush is the only terrorist 
2) because he is the only one who intervenes militarily in the affairs of other countries.  
3) This is State terrorism, 
4) but those who demand their rights, those people are not terrorists 
As it is seen here Evo Morales refers to George Bush by his name. The quote is still extremely 
critical towards the Bush administration, but it conveys no personal functionalization of 
President Bush. Evo Morales not only argues that Bush is a terrorist, he also argues that he is the 
only terrorist, thereby excluding many other organizations and people from this category. This 
serves the purpose of painting Bush as a hypocrite who is what he himself claims to fight. 
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3.2.3 Rafael Correa’s discourses: 
A third portrayal of George Bush is found in the Ecuadorian president Rafael Correa comment 
on the relationship between the American oil companies and the Bush administration 
(Democracy Now, 2009): 
Stanza 1. 
1) We don’t have any problem with Bush administration. We respect a lot of the US government. 
2) But sometimes, of course, about foreign policy, we have to comment on that. 
3) I think that most part of the world, of the international community, for instance, criticized   the 
Iraq invasion. 
4) So these kind of things, we can comment on. 
5) But we don’t have any problem with the Bush government. 
Firstly it is noticeable that this is a lot more positive concerning the American presidency and the 
administration. George Bush is not branded as Lucifer nor a terrorist. Thereby Correa differs 
greatly from the two aforementioned in regards to his portrayal of the United States. Notice that 
in these lines Rafael Correa makes a personification of the American government, it is portrayed 
as being connected with the person George Bush. 
 
However there is another interesting feature in line 1 and 2. These two lines could be translated 
to something along the lines of: 
1) We do not have a problem with America 
2) But sometimes we do. 
In this sentence there are two presuppositions. The first one is that Rafael Correa does not have 
any problems with America and the second is that he does. The use of the word “but” in this 
context is what is called a presuppositional trigger, which implies that there mid-sentence 
suddenly is a change of presupposition. This technique of first stating that you do not have 
anything against a certain entity and then in the next line stating that you have is a method that 
the Dutch linguist and critical discourse analyst Teun Van Djik has pointed out in relation to 
racism in the US (Machin & Mayr 2012, p. 82). This technique is used again in The Julian 
Assange show of 22 of May 2012, it has been organized according to the rules of lines, stanzas 
etc. 
 
 
 38 
 
Macro-structure 1(RussiaToday 2012, 02:47-03:30) 
Stanza 1 
1) Our have always been a relationship based on affection and friendship, 
2) but in the framework of mutual respect and sovereignty, 
3) I lived in the US for four years, have two academic degrees from there, 
4) I love and admire the American people a great deal, 
5) believe me – the last thing I’d be is anti-American. 
Stanza 2 
1) However I will always call a spade a spade 
2) and if there are international US policies that are detrimental to our country or even to that 
of Latin America – I will denounce them strongly. 
3) And I will never ever allow my country’s sovereignty to be affected by them. 
First of all notice that Rafael Correa again uses the technique described above to state that he is 
indeed not anti-American, even though the sentences that follow could be interpreted that way. 
The purpose of the stanza 1 is in this context clear, for Correa to portray himself as not being 
anti-American. The purpose of the second stanza is however open for discussion. In line1 Rafael 
Correa depicts himself as a man of action who speaks his mind no matter what. This is of course 
interesting because the Ecuadorian government has sought to depict itself, in relation to the 
Julian Assange case, as being a defender of the freedom of speech, therefore it fitting for the 
head of state himself, to be outspoken. However the main point of interest in stanza 2 lies in line 
3. In this line Rafael Correa says that he will never compromise the sovereignty of the 
Ecuadorian state. The same pattern is apparent in the next stanza. 
Stanza 1 (RussiaToday 2012, 04:38-05:01) 
1) Those who don’t owe anything have nothing to fear. 
2) We have nothing to hide. 
3) Your Wikileaks have made us stronger 
4) as the main accusations made by the American embassy were due to our excessive 
nationalism and defence of the sovereignty of the Ecuadorian government. 
5) Indeed we are nationalist indeed we do defend the sovereignty of our country. 
Again, Rafael Correa, states that he will never yield in regard to the sovereignty of the 
Ecuadorian state in line 4 and line 5. The question that Julian Assange asked in this context was  
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this: “President Correa, why did you want us to release all the cables?” (RussiaToday 2012, 
04:29-04:36). The question was answered by Rafael Correa, but only after he made his statement 
concerning sovereignty. This focus upon sovereignty was again found in a comment made by 
Rafael Correa in relation to the British threat of storming the Ecuadorian embassy: "They haven't 
found out that the Americas are free and sovereign and that we don't accept meddling and 
colonialism of any kind" (Burbach and Becker 2012). In this quote Rafael Correa once again 
places emphasis upon the fact that “the Americas” are sovereign, but this time he places “free 
and sovereign” as being in opposition to colonialism and meddling. The same theme of placing 
colonialism and sovereignty in opposition to each other can also be found in another quote by 
Rafael Correa. This quote was made in regard to the American ambassador to Ecuador, who had 
accused a chief of police of being corrupt: 
Stanza 1 
1) The lady ambassador was called and asked to give an explanation, 
2) but all her loftiness, insolence, grandeur, imperial air she put on, she said she had nothing to 
account for (RussiaToday 2012, 06:30-06:40). 
This “lady ambassador” has been “meddling” in the sovereignty of the Ecuadorian state, and she 
is portrayed as being arrogant and imperialistic which are traits that are connected to those of a 
colonial official. She behaves this arrogantly even though she is only called in to give an 
explanation according to Rafael Correa. 
 
3.2.4 The United States and imperialism: 
The branding of the US and its officials as being imperialistic is not something that is confined to 
the discourse of Rafael Correa. At the 118th anniversary of the founding of the city Ribaralta 
Town Evo Morales said: “The empire is no solution, capitalism is no solution for humanity 
either […] that’s why social movements have to think about new policies to save humanity from 
imperialism and capitalism,” (Monella. 2012). In this quote imperialism and capitalism are two 
traits that inexplicably linked, they are portrayed as being two sides of the same coin, and two 
evils that “humanity” has to do combat in order to survive. In the same speech Evo Morales 
stated that the American intelligence service were “invaders” and said that one needed to end the 
American imperialism. Again we find the US being synonymous with colonialism and 
imperialism. 
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This portrayal, that a battle is in existence between on the one hand free and sovereign countries 
and on the other an imperialistic entity in the form of the US is also found to a limited degree in 
the press release regarding the granting of asylum to Julian Assange. In this press release Julian 
Assange is portrayed as being known for his “struggles for freedom of expression, press freedom 
and human rights in general” (Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores 2012). Julian Assange is 
portrayed as a man “struggling” for freedom in many different forms, who is at risk of being 
persecuted by the United States due to this struggle. Later on in the press release the Ecuadorian 
foreign minister, Ricardo Patiño Aroca, describes the legal circumstances that allow the 
Ecuadorian government to grant Julian Assange asylum, where he states: “2312 Declaration on 
Territorial Asylum of 1967 provides for the granting of asylum to persons who have that right 
under Article 14 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, including persons struggling 
against colonialism” (Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores. 2012). It should be noted that this 
line does not directly refer to Julian Assange since it refers to a legal document, that it describes, 
but placed within the larger context of the press release, we see a narrative forming. A well-
meaning citizen bend on “struggling” for the freedom of expression and freedom of press, is also 
struggling against colonialism, in this case an indirect reference to the United States. 
 
This same phenomena of mentioning the US in relation to imperialism can be found to an 
extreme degree in the Chávez speech. Hugo Chávez makes a reference to the United States a 
total of 29 times through the speech. 14 of these are in relation to imperialism. Consider the 
following Macro-structure (Appendix 3. p. 2, lines 16-22): 
Macro-Structure 1: 
Stanza 1 
1) The imperialists see extremists everywhere. 
2) It's not that we are extremists. 
3) It's that the world is waking up. It's waking up all over. And people are standing up. 
Stanza 2 
1) I have the feeling, dear world dictator, that you are going to live the rest of your days as a 
nightmare 
2) because the rest of us are standing up, all those who are rising up against American 
imperialism, 
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3) who are shouting for equality, for respect, for the sovereignty of nations. 
4) Yes, you can call us extremists, 
5) but we are rising up against the empire, against the model of domination. 
The reference to imperialism is clear from the start. “The imperialist see” in Stanza 1, line 1 is 
symptomatic for the rest of the Macro-structure. Again, we find the focus on “the sovereignty of 
nations” and again we see the US as something that is threatening this state of freedom. 
 
To sum up, the three different leaders vary greatly in their use of rhetoric. We span from the 
extremes of Evo Morales and Hugo Chávez, Morales who portrays the US as being clearly evil 
and imperialistic and Chávez who portrays them as being almost supernaturally evil and 
imperialistic, to the less extreme discourse of Rafael Correa, a man who attempts to brand 
himself as not being anti-American, but still adheres to the same discourse of portraying the US 
as being imperialistic and meddling in affairs that is none of their concern. We can see that there 
are clearly different stages of anti-American rhetoric, and that each of these leaders are at 
different stages of extremity, but secondly, and much more importantly, we can see that they all 
portray the US as being imperialistic. 
 
To understand, what we will refer to as the “Imperial Discourse” we must understand in which 
context it exists. We must therefore understand the semantic meaning of the Imperical Discourse 
based on the words it uses. These words, such as imperial and colonial, do not have a clear and 
universal meaning (Concepta 2011). Therefore we must place these words within the Latin 
American narrative if we are to understand them fully. 
 
3.2.5 Socio-historic analysis: 
The following chapter will seek to describe the interrelationship between the Imperial Discourse, 
the already established narratives in Latin America and the findings of the realism part. 
 
When seeking to understand a certain discourse one needs to understand the historical context in 
which it is uttered, for this purpose this paper has chosen to focus on Bolivia, where Anders 
Burman had conducted qualitative studies to portray the narratives of the native indian 
population. While these narratives are not directly applicable to other Latin American countries, 
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not even those within the ALBA, due to the large amount of unknowns which makes it difficult 
to conduct comparative studies between countries, we still regard them as being useful for 
clarifying a single country’s discourse. 
 
The Spanish arrived in South America in 1532, and by 1538 the Spanish had founded an 
administration center and soon thereafter large amounts of silver were discovered in the Bolivian 
underground. This led to a massive increase in the Spanish presence in the area, and the territory 
was considered to be one of the wealthiest in the Spanish Empire. In 1809 the first uprising 
against the colonial rule takes place, and it fails. Various insurrections take place until 1824 
when the Bolivian rebels capture the city of Ayachuco and with it the viceroy of Peru. By 1825 
the República Bolívar is founded and soon thereafter renamed Bolivia. The newly founded 
republic is soon cast into disarray by a large number of insurrections, lasting until 1952 when the 
left-wing Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario assumes power. This ends a long period of 
political instability in Bolivia and signals for the first time a somewhat stable government 
(HistoryWorld 2001). 
 
The Bolivian history is therefore a long line of violent political conflicts and exploitation of the 
civilian population, especially the Native Indians, in the search of the mineral riches (Cohen 
2011). These historical conditions have fostered a narrative or discourse within the Bolivian 
people known as La Patria. La Patria is a term coined by the Danish anthropologist Anders 
Burman. Burman describes La Patria as “I patriotic story of the woe and glory of the republic, its 
heroes and martyrs as told by the dominant mestizo-criollo elites and subsequently instilled in 
the masses to provide a nationalist frame for peoples everyday encounters with a society 
characterized by its profound colonial nature” (Burman 2009, p.123-124). If we are to regard 
this statement as being true for Bolivia and to some degree also true for other Latin American 
countries, then it allows us to interpret the Imperial Discourse in a new way. Not only does the 
Imperial Discourse antagonize the United States, but it does so within an already established 
frame. Burman goes on to state: “Peoples experiences of institutionalized racism, 
marginalization and exploitation are then supposed to be rendered meaningful in relation to the 
heroic suffering that La Patria has endured – war, defeat, territorial concessions, foreign 
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exploitation and so on – which would, in turn cause people to interpret their sociopolitical 
situation in a disarmed and conformist manner” (Burman 2009, p.124). 
 
This information could allow us to gain new insights into why the different Latin American 
leaders so intensely seek to portray the US as being imperialistic. If there already is an 
established narrative that states that, the hardships you as a citizen of a Latin American country 
endure is a product of your colonial past, then to be able to brand your primary political 
opponent on the international scene as being colonial and imperialistic, would lead people to 
interpret the aforementioned opponent within this context of colonialism. The portrayal of the 
US as a colonial empire, would then make sense in the cognitive processes of peoples everyday 
life. To sum up it could sound something like this: “I am suffering because the Empire exists”. It 
would also explain why the different Latin American leaders seek to portray themselves as being 
so vigorous defenders of sovereignty, because the sovereignty of the state is what safeguards 
them from the imperialistic tendencies of foreign powers. 
 
This narrative is as Burman states, a narrative made by the mestizo-criollo elites, thereby it is not 
a product of e.g. the native Indian population, but a product of the descendants of the former 
Spaniards (Burman 2009, p.124). But even though this holds true, then the native indian 
populations subscribe to certain aspects of La Patria as the natives “currently recognize the 
United States and not Spain, as the source of strange colonial power” (Burman 2009, p.127). 
This further solidifies the assumption that the portrayal of the US as a colonial power might yield 
certain results in regard to the meaning making processes of the local population. 
 
Andy Baker, from the University of Colorado at Boulder, formulated a number of different 
hypotheses in relation to the rise of anti-Americanism in Latin American countries. However, 
only one of them was in relation to the discourses in use. The “Elite Rhetoric Hypothesis” argues 
that the anti-American sentiments found in the Latin American countries are a product of the 
rhetoric in use by the elite. It is argued that the elites in countries which have a big economic 
dependency on the US will therefore not use anti-American rhetoric, because of the potential 
political backlash (Baker 200?). We do not regard the second part as being true. Ecuador, has the 
United States as their main trading partner, which will be explained in more detail later in the  
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analysis, and the American market is the primary market for Ecuador’s export goods. Still we see 
anti-Americanism present in the rhetoric and actions of the Ecuadorian government. Therefore 
there must be other reasons for countries to engage in anti-Americanism than just what is 
economically beneficial, as mentioned this will also be explained in greater detail in the next 
chapter. However we do still regard the first part of the thesis to be true, that a population’s 
opinion can be formed by the discourses in use by the elite. This thesis further solidifies Burman 
theory, that the La Patria is a construct by the ruling elite, which then is absorbed by the larger 
population. 
 
Combining this with our findings in the realism chapter can lead us to the following assumption: 
A narrative that is already existent in the population can be reproduced by influences from the 
outside. 
 
A realist point of view, a viewpoint which Norman Fairclough adheres to, would argue that 
“although aspects of the social world such as social institutions are ultimately socially 
constructed, once constructed they are realities which affect and limit the textual (or 
‘discursive’) construction of the social” (Fairclough 2003, p.8). In this context this would mean 
that even though the Imperial Discourse is a social construct, once it is constructed it exist as an 
entity. Fairclough goes on to state: “We may textually construe (represent, imagine, etc.) the 
social world in particular ways, but whether our representations or construals have the effect of 
changing its construction depends upon various contextual factors – including the way social 
reality already is, who is construing it, and so forth” (Fairclough 2003, p.8-9). In this context we 
can assume the following: The Imperial Discourse is in existence due to the socio-historic 
conditions of Latin America, but the actions of states, in this context the pursuit of conflict in 
regard to consolidating ones power as explained by realism, influences it. Thereby the actions 
taken by states can be seen as using the Imperial Discourse, to further popular approval of their 
actions, but it also reproduces the already established Imperial Discourse. Thereby the discourse 
in this particular context is a social construct which is influenced by the world surrounding it. 
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3.2.6 Conclusion: 
We clearly see that a pattern is forming in rhetoric in use by the different Latin American states. 
They all vary greatly in their anti-Americanism but they also share certain features. These 
features are what we have referred to as the Imperial Discourse. A discourse that is present in the 
different speeches we analyzed for this discourse analysis. It was present in the radical speech by 
Chávez, it was present in the Julian Assange show with Rafael Correa and it was present, though 
to a lesser degree, in the press release by the foreign ministry of Ecuador. 
 
This Imperial Discourse, which we have established exists at the macro-levels of power, shared 
some similarities with the La Patria discourse, which exists at the micro-levels of power in the 
Bolivian society, as described by Burman. Thereby the different Latin American leaders in this 
analysis use this Imperial Discourse to convey their anti-Americanism. They use the semantic 
tools of the Imperial Discourse to portray a world where the United States in an imperialistic 
power intent on subduing them. This narrative was also present in regard to the Julian Assange 
case. 
 
It can therefore be speculated that the rhetoric by the different political actors actually serves a 
purpose, to brand the political enemies as being imperialistic, thereby using an old narrative of 
good and evil to portray the present situation of conflict between the Latin American states and 
the US. 
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3.3 To what extent can Ecuador’s involvement in the Julian Assange case be 
characterized as anti-American and as a part of anti-American politics in 
Ecuador? 
  
3.3.1 Introduction: 
As the example this project uses to examine the importance of anti-Americanism within the 
politics of the ALBA member states there is an underlying assumption that the Julian Assange 
case can be characterized as anti-American. Nevertheless it is imperative first to investigate 
whether or not Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case is in fact an expression of 
anti-Americanism and if so, to what extent, in order to draw accurate conclusions about this anti-
Americanism and its importance in the politics of Ecuador and the other ALBA member states. 
  
3.3.2 Ecuador’s reasoning behind granting Assange asylum: 
As this project seeks to investigate the extent to which Ecuador’s involvement in the Assange 
case is anti-American, it is relevant to explore the extent to which Ecuador’s own reasoning 
behind supporting Assange is valid, before beginning analysis of the anti-Americanism of the 
involvement. 
  
Ecuador refers to Julian Assange’s “dedicated defense of freedom of expression and freedom of 
press as well as his repudiation of the abuses of power in certain countries” as a reason as to 
why they have chosen to grant Assange asylum (Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio 
e Integración 2012). In the press statement issued by the Ecuadorian Foreign Minister regarding 
the granting of asylum, Julian Assange is presented as a sort of ‘freedom fighter’ as discussed in 
more depth earlier in the analysis of working question two. Ecuador presents themselves as 
defenders of human rights by defending a man, in this case Julian Assange, whom they brand to 
be a frontrunner of human rights and freedom of speech. In the press release they state; “our 
country has stood out in recent years to accommodate a larger number of people who have 
applied for territorial asylum or refugee status, having unconditionally respected the principle of 
non-refoulement and non-discrimination, while it has taken steps to provide refugee status in an  
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expeditious manner.” (Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio e Integración 2012) The 
use of the possessive “our country” when referring to themselves serves as a technique to help 
the listener identify and sympathize with Ecuador and thereby lead the listener to view their 
actions as morally correct. It is important to note how the possessive is used rather than stating 
“Ecuador” which has different connotations such as authority and formality. Using “Ecuador” 
would serve to alienate the reader instead. In the statement, the Foreign Minister uses words like 
“unconditionally” and “expedious”. Considering that these aims are ambitious for any country, 
we can see how Ecuador has used hyperboles to put themselves in a positive light. The Foreign 
Minister goes on to explain how Ecuador has “not confined [their refugees] to camps but has 
integrated them into Ecuadorian society, with full enjoyment of their human and natural rights”. 
By referring to what they have “not” done Ecuador puts their own behavior above the behavior 
of other countries in relation to their treatment of refugees and implies that it is considerably 
better than standard. In addition, the word “full” is not necessary for understanding the sentence, 
it is a superfluous adjective, and therefore we must assume that it has been added with a specific 
intent of emphasizing what Ecuador presents as their own exemplary treatment of refugees. 
 
Using critical discourse analysis we can see that Ecuador presents their own reasoning behind 
granting Assange asylum as in the defense of freedom of speech and human rights, rather than 
being anti-American or specifically targeted at the US. However, according to realism theory, 
this can never truly be the case, as states do not act purely on moral grounds, although they may 
use them in their argumentation if this also benefits the state. This is further supported by the fact 
that Ecuador does not have a reputation of protecting freedom of speech or human rights within 
their own country and thereby contradict their own argumentation. In 2012 the Committee to 
Protect Journalists, The Andean Foundation for Media Observation and Study called 
Fundamedios and PEN International submitted a report to the Office of the High Commissioner 
for Human Rights which quoted: “Since President Rafael Correa took office in 2007, sweeping 
changes in laws, government policies, and new and proposed regulations have turned Ecuador 
into one of the region’s most restrictive nations for the press” (Committee to Protect Journalists, 
Fundamedios, and PEN International 2012, p.1). “More than 380 free press violations from 
January 2008 through July 2011” were documented by Fundamedios (Committee to Protect 
Journalists, Fundamedios, and PEN International 2012, p.1). The report goes on to state that the  
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“Ecuadorian government has built an alarming record of official censorship and anti-press 
harassment that includes the use of criminal and civil defamation suits to silence critics” 
(Committee to Protect Journalists, Fundamedios, and PEN International 2012, p.1). This is 
exemplified in the criminal complaint lodged in 2011 against four employees of the newspaper 
El Universo by president Rafael Correa for referring to him in a negative manner. In addition, 
there have been at least two other cases where journalists have been imprisoned for their 
statements as well as civil suits filed against Ecuadorian journalists in which the journalists were 
sued for up to 10 million dollars for their publications. 
  
Nevertheless, as the Foreign Minister refers to the general term of “Ecuador” not Ecuador under 
Correa specifically, in order to fully determine the validity of their claim of wishing to defend 
human rights and freedom of speech, Ecuador’s reputation in this area must also be examined in 
the period before Correa. 
 
In the 1998 report conducted by the United Nations Committee for Human Rights it is stated that 
the Committee is “concerned” about the instances of violence against women, the 
“unreasonably long judicial delays” within the justice system, and the lack of public defenders 
resulting in no representation for criminal offenders (Committee for Human Rights 1998). 
Harassment and attempted murder of several journalists in 2000 also supports Ecuador’s dubious 
reputation within the protection of freedom of press even before Correa (Committee to Protect 
Journalists 2000). The human rights report conducted by the US Department of State in 2004 is 
generally positive towards Ecuador’s handling of freedom of press but also describes instances 
where “public figures brought criminal charges of slander and libel against journalists and 
other public figures [and how] the law [in Ecuador] criminalizes slander and libel and provides 
jail sentences for offenders”. Furthermore “some degree of self-censorship” of the press is 
recorded in the report. (U.S Department of State, Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and 
Labor, 2004). 
 
This data shows us that Ecuador’s reputation within defence of human rights and freedom of 
speech is questionable also at least up to a decade before the election of Rafael Correa as well as  
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having worsened under Correa’s presidency and therefore we can disprove their claim of 
granting Julian Assange asylum for these reasons entirely. 
 
Given that our theoretical background for analyzing the Julian Assange case from a Latin 
American perspective is realism theory, which discredits moral reasoning behind political 
actions in the realm of international relations, we can disregard Ecuador’s claims of granting 
Julian Assange asylum as being in defense of human rights. Using the theory of realism we can 
identify that Ecuador’s claims of granting Julian Assange asylum due to defending human rights 
and freedom of speech contradicts their own current and past behavior domestically and thereby 
we can conclude that Ecuador has not chosen to support Julian Assange for the reasons they 
themselves put forward. This does not directly support that the granting of Julian Assange is an 
anti-American act however, it lays the groundwork for other explanations and opens up for the 
analysis that is the focus of this chapter being: to what extent Ecuador’s involvement in the 
Julian Assange case is anti-American. 
  
3.3.3 Julian Assange and the United States 
It is important to establish the relevance of Julian Assange to the US in order to explain why 
Ecuador’s support of Assange should be interpreted as an expression of anti-Americanism. The 
core of Assange’s argument as to why he applied for asylum, lies in his fear of political 
prosecution and retaliation from the United States, which is an opinion supported by Ecuador. 
Assange fears for political prosecution from the US due to “his work of publishing information 
which compromises the powerful, uncovers the truth and therefore exposes corruption and 
abuses of human rights of citizens around the world” (Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores, 
Comercio e Integración, 2012). Ecuador supports this opinion and declares in their press 
statement that “Mr. Assange shared privileged documents and information generated by various 
sources that affected employees, countries and organizations with a global audience” and that 
this rightfully has lead him to fear “a threat to his life, personal safety and freedoms” (Ministerio des 
Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio e Integración, 2012). 
  
Among the most famous documents and information leaked by WikiLeaks referred to in the 
above statements are ‘Collateral Murder’, ‘The Afghan War Logs’, and ‘The Iraq War Logs’, all  
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of which have been seriously damaging to the integrity of the government of the United States. 
Collateral Murder is a video-recording of the US military in Iraq. “WikiLeaks posted the video in 
April 2010 with the politically loaded headline ‘Collateral Murder,’ directly contradicting U.S. 
military statements about the civilian killings in Baghdad that claimed that at least two of the 
individuals were armed. The video showing U.S. airstrikes killing at least twelve people in 
Baghdad, including two journalists from Reuters, would eventually be viewed more than two 
million times online and broadcast within countless television news reports around the world. In 
some ways, this video marked a high point for WikiLeaks in gaining recognition as a 
clearinghouse for releasing official secrets to the public” (Schattle 2012, p.69). The Afghan War 
Logs were leaked later that same year in July of 2010 which “included more than ninety 
thousand classified reports from the U.S. Department of Defense that detailed the U.S military’s 
campaign in Afghanistan” showing the war in Afghanistan to be going considerably worse than 
the US Government had been putting forward in the media (Schattle 2012, p. 69). The leaked 
reports “provide graphic accounts of hundreds of unreported incidents involving indiscriminate, 
at times ‘accidental,’ killings of innocent civilians by the coalition forces in Afghanistan. The 
reports also contain detailed descriptions of raids carried out by a secretive American ‘black’ 
special operations unit called Task Force 373 against what US officials considered ‘high-value 
insurgent and terrorist’ targets. Actual victims in these secret operations were invariably non-
combatant civilians, including small children”(Ahmad 2012). The Iraq War Logs, covering a 
period from 2004-2009 in which US military troops occupied Iraq provided a similarly negative 
image of the United States’ government and their efforts overseas (Speigel Online International 
2010). 
  
The Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morell commented in 2010 on the planned publication of 
The Iraq War Logs that they “deplore WikiLeaks for inducing individuals to break the law, leak 
classified documents and then cavalierly share that secret information with the world, including 
our enemies [and that] the only responsible course of action for WikiLeaks at this point is to 
return the stolen material and expunge it from their websites as soon as possible”, thereby 
clearly putting themselves in opposition to the work of WikiLeaks (Speigel Online International 
2010). Furthermore, after the publication Morell stated that the Pentagon “strongly condemn[s]  
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the unauthorized disclosure of classified information” by WikiLeaks (Speigel Online 
International 2010). 
  
As founder of WikiLeaks, Julian Assange is openly tied to the release of these documents. 
Although not responsible for the acquisition of the documents, Assange through his position 
within the WikiLeaks organization is accredited with much of the responsibility for having them 
published and available for the world to see. Taking this into consideration and having disproven 
Ecuador’s own reasoning behind granting Julian Assange asylum along with the United States’ 
clear opposition to WikiLeaks, support of Julian Assange by Ecuador can be interpreted as 
hostility towards the US. 
  
 
3.3.4 Ecuador’s official statement regarding the granting of asylum 
Following the granting of asylum to Julian Assange, the Ecuadorian Foreign Minister Ricardo 
Patiño Aroca issued a press statement to explain the decision on August 17 2012 (Ministerio des 
Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio e Integración, 2012). As we can see in the analysis of question 
two although not being directly anti-American, the press statement regarding Julian Assange 
adheres to the same principles of the anti-American discourses from the other ALBA members 
states, such as presenting the United States as a colonial power. In addition to being imperialistic 
the Ecuador accredits the United States with being revenge-seeking and intent on violating 
human rights by stating “that there is strong evidence of retaliation by the country or countries 
that produced the information disclosed by Mr. Assange” and that “legal evidence clearly shows 
that, given an extradition to the United States of America, it would be unlikely for Mr. Assange 
to receive a fair trial, and likely that he would be judged by special or military courts, where 
there is a high probability of suffering cruel and degrading treatment, and be sentenced to life 
imprisonment or capital punishment.”(Ministerio des Relaciones Exteriores, Comercio e 
Integración 2012) 
 
Using critical discourse analysis we see that Ecuador chooses to present the United States in this 
negative manner as well as place themselves in opposition to the US which supports the 
hypothesis that Ecuadorian involvement in the Assange case is anti-American and should be 
interpreted as such. This is compatible with the patterns of behavior of nation-states put forward  
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by realism theory in that it is in the interest of less powerful states to create conflict in order to 
affect the distribution of power. This is the case here where Ecuador criticizes the United States 
in their press release explaining their decision to grant Julian Assange asylum. 
  
 
3.3.5 Increase of anti-Americanism in Ecuador: 
To completely understand the extent to which Ecuador’s involvement in the Julian Assange case 
is anti-American the involvement must be looked at in the context of an increase in anti-
Americanism in Ecuador since the election of Rafael Correa in 2006.  
  
The threats in 2008 about not renewing the contract allowing US military on Eloy Alfaro 
International Airport in Ecuador were followed through in 2009 (Poe 2009). In February of 2009 
Correa expelled two US embassy officials (aljezeera.net 2009). Also in 2009, Ecuador joined the 
Bolivarian Alliance for the Americas (ALBA) which was created in opposition to the Free Trade 
Area of the Americas (FTAA), as ALBA believes the FTAA was created with the intent of 
exploiting Latin America (Encyclopedia Britannica Online 2012). In 2010 the Community of 
Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) was founded with Ecuador as a member state 
with the specific intent of reducing the influence of the United States on politics and economics 
within Latin America (MercoPress 2010). This alliance also included Cuba, famous for its anti-
Americanism. In addition, another US embassy official was expelled in 2011. 
  
According to realist thought, a political action is not random (Jackson & Sørensen 2003). 
Therefore, using realism theory we are able to recognize that the events described above are a 
pattern of action that hold a specific political intention, in this case anti-Americanism. The anti-
American sentiment involved in granting Julian Assange asylum is highlighted through the anti-
American events leading up to Ecuador’s decision. Isolated these events may not hold much 
meaning, however using the theory of realism we can place them along with Ecuador’s 
involvement in the Julian Assange case as a part of a foreign policy strategy of anti-
Americanism.  
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3.3.6 Conclusion: 
Using the international relations theory of realism in the analysis of the extent to which granting 
Julian Assange asylum can be characterized as anti-American, we can ignore the discourse put 
forward by Ecuador that their support of Assange is in defence of human rights and freedom of 
speech as states do not act based on moral grounds but instead, make foreign policy choices 
based on what is in their national interest. Due to the fact that Ecuador currently as well as 
previously has not protected human rights and freedom of speech domestically, it is 
unreasonable to accept this explanation as truthful in relation to the Julian Assange case. This 
opens up for analysis of the extent to which Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case 
instead can be characterized as anti-American which is supported in that Assange, due to his 
work with WikiLeaks in publishing documents harmful to the United States, is seen as an enemy 
of the United States and therefore supporting Assange publicly is characterized as anti-
American. In addition, we can see through the use of critical discourse analysis on the press 
statement released by the foreign ministry of Ecuador that the US is portrayed negatively, as an 
enemy of Ecuador. Furthermore, that there has been an increase in anti-Americanism in Ecuador 
since the election of Correa further supports that Ecuador’s involvement in the Assange case can 
also be characterized as anti-American. 
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3.4 What role have other Latin American countries played in Ecuador’s 
involvement in the Julian Assange case and can this be linked to anti-American 
politics in the ALBA member states? 
  
3.4.1 Introduction: 
In order to answer our problem formulation using the Julian Assange case as an example, it is 
imperative to our project to determine the extent of influence from other Latin American 
countries in the decision to grant asylum. To do this we will first establish an account of the 
influence that Julian Assange and WikiLeaks have had on Latin America and how the Latin 
American countries portray him. We will portray the relationship between Ecuador and Julian 
Assange to gain a better understanding of Ecuador’s motives behind granting asylum. Then we 
will through the perspective of realism analyze Ecuador’s actions and the likelihood of 
involvement in the decision to grant asylum by other Latin American countries. 
  
3.4.2 Julian Assange’s image in Latin America: 
In 2009 WikiLeaks initiated what has later been known as Cablegate. With its total of 251.287 
cables, Cablegate is considered the largest release of classified material worldwide. In Latin 
America Assange contacted specific journalists from almost every country and invited them to a 
meeting in London, where the offices of WikiLeaks were stationed. Here they were given a pen 
drive consisting of encrypted leaked cables. When they returned to their respective countries 
they would receive a password to access the data. 
 
The data published in the Latin American countries was overall not groundbreaking news. Most 
of the information leaked had already been acknowledged as plausible. One of the most central 
and recurring themes of the reports was the US influence in Latin America. It became clearer to 
the public, the extent to which the US influenced the decisions made by the local governments. 
 
In the Peruvian election 2011 was Keiko Fujimori, daughter of the former leader Alberto 
Fujimori, leading in the polls. Keiko claimed that she was independent of her imprisoned father, 
but the cables leaked showed through multiple conversations between Keiko and other  
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Fujimoristas and United States Embassy officers, that it was still Alberto Fujimori who was 
pulling the political strings. In the end Keiko lost the election to the progressive Ollanta Humala 
(Kornbluh et al. 2012) 
 
In 2009 the US ambassador in Ecuador, Heather Hodges was declared persona non grata and told 
to leave the country. She was expelled after the release of a cable where she accused retired 
commanding general Jaime Hurtado of corruption. Furthermore she states that: "Hurtado's 
corrupt activities were so widely known within the upper ranks of the ENP that some Embassy 
officials believe that President Correa must have been aware of them when he made the 
appointment” (CNN 2011). 
 
In Chile, AES Gener, a US construction company wanted to construct a thermonuclear power 
plant. The Supreme Court ruled that the building permit had been obtained illegally. They went 
to the United States embassy to get help to circumvent the ruling. Officially the Chilean Bachelet 
government denied to have succumbed to the pressure from the US embassy, but the Cables 
showed that the Chilean government had yielded to the lobbying performed by the US embassy 
on behalf of AES Gener (Kornbluh et al. 2012). 
 
These three cases are representative of the kind of information that was disclosed by Cablegate. 
In these three cases it ended up having severe consequences. As mentioned earlier, most of the 
cables were not significant because they led to events as the ones mentioned above, but because 
they opened up to information on US’ influence in Latin America. This caused widespread anti-
American sentiment among the population of the Latin American countries. Just around the time 
where the cables were disclosed, WikiLeaks and Julian Assange were recurring themes in the 
media. After all the cables had been disclosed and it was no longer breaking news, Julian 
Assange almost disappeared completely from the Latin American media. It was not until 
Ecuador decided to grant Julian Assange political asylum that he became center of attention once 
again (Escribano 2012). 
 
Though many of the cables disclosed by Julian Assange through WikiLeaks during the Cablegate 
leak had implications for the countries they concerned it did not affect their feelings towards  
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Julian Assange in a negative way, on the contrary. The fact that Julian Assange made it possible 
for the public to get a glance at the bureaucracy of their countries, that were normally hidden 
from them, gave them a general sympathy for him, though not exemplary for all countries. When 
Assange applied for asylum in Ecuador, this image was enhanced by using the media to portray 
Assange as a persecuted hero that stood up to the undermining powers of the US, an analysis that 
can be found in question number two. The Ecuadorian government and every country that 
supports it, can paint a picture of Assange that can unite them in opposition to the US. 
  
 
3.4.3 Why Ecuador: 
Another question that is important to address in order to answer this project is why Assange 
chose Ecuador over any other country to apply for asylum. In this part, the project wants to 
explore the relationship between Assange and Ecuador and through that, why Assange applied 
for asylum in Ecuador instead of another Latin American country. 
 
As mentioned in question one, Ecuador, along with the other ALBA countries, is influenced by 
strong anti-American feelings. ALBA alone was created on an anti-American basis with the 
intent to strengthen the social, economic, and political integration between the member states. 
All of this to limit the US influence in the region. Ecuador’s politics have in many years been 
influenced by these anti-American feelings. Ever since Rafael Correa was elected president in 
2006 there has been an increase of anti-American actions. Over the last four years Ecuador have 
expelled Heather Hodges an US embassy official, decided not to renew a contract allowing the 
US to station military personnel on the Eloy Alfaro International Airport in Ecuador, and joined 
multiple organizations that have been created with the intent to diminish US influence in Latin 
America including ALBA, UNASUR, and CELAC. 
 
Ecuador has been widely criticized for controlling the media and undermining the freedom of 
speech. In 2011 laws were passed that allowed the Ecuadorian government to imprison people 
who criticized the officials and furthermore allowed the government to have an influence on 
which judges were hired and which were fired (hrw 2012). 
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As mentioned earlier, WikiLeaks had serious implications for Ecuador. On the grounds of a 
leaked cable, a US ambassador was expelled from Ecuador. Only in a very few countries did the 
cables have such a profound influence. This of course meant that Julian Assange and WikiLeaks 
became well renowned in Ecuador both among the public but also among the state officials. In 
many other Latin American countries the relationship between Assange and the respective 
country end when the news effect of Cablegate diminished, but this was not the case for 
Ecuador. 
 
According to a state official from Ecuador’s government, Ecuador was the first country to be 
granted full access to the leaked cables in a completely declassified form in May 2011 (Caselli 
2012). The fact that Assange chose to give this information to a specific country instead of 
posting them online available for all to see is a show of goodwill towards Ecuador that he 
seemingly did not extend to other countries. The rest of the world gained full access to the cables 
in September 2011. 
 
In April 2012 just a month before Assange applied for asylum in Ecuador, Rafael Correa, the 
president of Ecuador, attended an interview with Julian Assange on Russia Today. Julian 
Assange conducted the interview from one of his benefactors’ mansions in London where he was 
under house arrest during his trial over extradition to Sweden. The interview was conducted on a 
very friendly basis. At a point Rafael Correa asked Assange "Are you having a lot of fun with the 
interview, Julian?" Assange replied "I'm enjoying your jokes a great deal, yes. (RussiaToday 
2012, 04:15)” During this interview they discussed both the leaks from WikiLeaks, freedom of 
speech and the US influence in Latin America. All of this shows that Julian Assange is no 
stranger to Ecuador. They have had several inquiries over the last couple of years. This suggests 
that the question of granting Julian Assange asylum could have been on Ecuador’s agenda before 
the official application from Assange. 
 
In 2010 when the attention to Cablegate was at its highest an official from Ecuador said that 
Ecuador should offer Assange asylum so that he could have a safe base from where he could 
publish the WikiLeaks documents. A few days later the Ecuadorian government issued a 
statement that what the official said was on his own account and not the official opinion of 
Ecuador. Furthermore Correa said in an official statement that WikiLeaks had “committed an  
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error by breaking the laws of the United States and leaking this type of information." (Caselli 
2012) As we see here, two years ago Ecuador was ready to condemn the actions of Julian 
Assange in relation to WikiLeaks that they now describe as an act of freedom of speech and a 
human right. This suggests that the motives behind granting Assange asylum is political rather 
than moral, as investigated more in depth later. 
 
Taking this ongoing relationship between Ecuador and Julian Assange and the political situation 
in Ecuador into consideration, it makes sense for Ecuador to grant Assange political asylum. 
This unique relationship could be seen as the basis of why it is Ecuador who is granting asylum 
and not any other country in the region. 
  
3.4.4 Involvement of the other ALBA countries 
After reaching a conclusion on why it was Ecuador in particular that ended up granting political 
asylum to Assange, the question remains whether Ecuador singlehanded decided to grant 
Assange political asylum or if other Latin American countries have been involved. The analysis 
of this helps determine the importance of anti-Americanism not only in Ecuador but in the other 
ALBA member states as well. 
 
As we saw in the former section, the ongoing relationship between Assange and Ecuador left 
time for the question of asylum to be discussed before the official application from Assange was 
written. This corresponds with the fact that various sources have hinted that the issue of asylum 
had been discussed by the two parties prior to the application (Escribano 2012). According to 
realism theory, all counties act in their nation’s interest. So from this perspective we must 
assume that the actions of Ecuador, serves their nation’s interests. As discussed in working 
question three, granting Julian Assange asylum is an aggressive anti-American act, thereby it 
would be too big a risk, as it might prompt retaliation from the United States, to grant asylum 
without securing support from its regional allies first. Although there is no concrete data 
discussing a meeting between Latin American countries and Ecuador, concerning Assange 
before the granting of asylum, some articles have hinted that such a meeting most likely took 
place. This ongoing relationship would have given Ecuador time to confer with its allies on the 
topic of asylum long before taking the decision. Political commentator, Gonzalo Escribano states  
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“that in the days prior to the decision to grant asylum, President Correa consulted with various 
governments of the region. It is likely that President Correa decided to grant asylum only after 
getting implicit consent from these powerful regional allies” (Escribano 2012). 
 
As we have stated earlier, the anti-Americanism that exists in Latin America, and especially in 
the ALBA countries is based upon a wish to distance and emancipate themselves from the 
influence of the United States. As for now, Ecuador is still dependent on the United States, 
meaning it would be contradicting realist logic if Ecuador were to act anti-American and 
jeopardize their relationship with the United States, without securing other allies, or at least, 
continued support from their other allies. According to the U.S Department of State “the United 
States is Ecuador’s principal trading partner” (US Department of State 2012). The number one 
importer of Ecuadorian products is the United States and in 2010 the US received 47% of 
Ecuador’s exports (EIU ViewsWire 2010). Also in 2010, 20% of Ecuador’s imported products 
were from the United States, making them the Ecuador’s top import country. Furthermore the 
United States provides extensive aid to Ecuador to improve the environment, education and 
economic growth (US Department of State 2012). In 2011 Ecuador received approximately 16 
million US dollars in aid to the military and police and 18 million in economic and social aid 
(US Department of State 2012). However, although Ecuador is still dependent on the United 
States, financial aid from the United States has decreased since 2008, which is in line with the 
increase in anti-Americanism under Correa. 
 
The dependency of the other ALBA member states on the United States must also be considered 
as these countries, like Ecuador rely on the United States as a trade partner as well as for aid. 
Despite the anti-American resentment present in these countries, as demonstrated in working 
questions one and two, Ecuador can then not outright rely on their support, as they must also 
behave in their national interest and consider their own relationship with the United States.   
 
Despite the lack of hard data, using realism theory we can deduce that the other ALBA member 
states were involved at some point before Ecuador’s decision to grant Julian Assange asylum as 
the consequences of not involving them on the part of Ecuador would be too severe as it would  
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jeopardize their national security and economy and Ecuador could not implicitly rely on support 
due to the dependency of the other ALBA states. 
  
3.4.5 Reactions to the Assange case: 
When analysing the Julian Assange case in relation to our problem formulation two major 
themes can be identified. There is the theme of anti-Americanism and the rallying of the ALBA 
member states against the imperialism of the United States. After the granting of asylum to 
Julian Assange, strong reactions ensued from both the United Kingdom, ALBA and various 
others. Just the day before Ecuador decided to grant Assange political asylum the United 
Kingdom threatened to storm the Ecuadorian embassy and take Julian Assange so he could be 
prosecuted in Sweden. In a document handed over to the Ecuadorian government through the 
UK embassy in Quito it said that “You need to be aware that there is a legal base in the UK, the 
Diplomatic and Consular Premises Act 1987, that would allow us to take actions in order to 
arrest Mr. Assange in the current premises of the Embassy.” (Pearse 2012) However, this would 
be a violation of article 22 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relation of 1961, that UK 
signed, which state that “The premises of the mission shall be inviolable. The agents of the 
receiving State may not enter them, except with the consent of the head of the mission” (UN 
1961). This threat created outrage in the ALBA member states but also in other Latin American 
countries. 
 
On the 18th of August ALBA issued a statement of their support of Assange which lists eight 
points. In summary, the eight points state that ALBA condemn the threats made by the UK 
government against the Ecuadorian embassy which would constitute breaking international law 
and that they support Ecuador’s right to grant asylum. They wished for the topic of the 
inviolability of diplomatic missions and the principles of international law to be taken to debate 
by the UN and warned the UK against the consequences of a direct act “against the territorial 
immunity of the Republic of Ecuador in London.” (ALBA 2012) Though the members of ALBA 
were all dependent on the US as we stated earlier, they still decided to support Ecuador in their 
decision to grant Assange asylum which we concluded in question three was an act of anti-
Americanism. As we argued earlier, no country would, from the perspective of realism, take 
action that could be harmful to the security of the nation. So when they try to distance 
themselves from the US through anti-American actions, like supporting Ecuador, they must have 
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an alternative that can replace the US. By uniting they can strengthen their forces and make it 
easier to withstand the influence of the US. 
 
The day after ALBA issued their statement UNASUR had an emergency meeting where they too 
made a statement. The content of the seven points they presented are very similar to the ones 
issued by ALBA. UNASUR too condemned the threat the UK made against Ecuador, stated the 
inviolability of international law, and support Ecuador’s right to grant asylum (Robertson 2012). 
This shows that the unity that exists between the ALBA member states can extend to a larger 
part of Latin America. That both ALBA and UNASUR came forth with a full support for 
Assange so shortly after Ecuador decided to grant Assange asylum, show a strong sense of unity 
in the region. As Nicolas Maduro, the vice president of Venezuela, declared “they have 
threatened one of our brothers” referring to UK’s threat against Ecuador (Robertson 2012). 
 
On the 24th of August the permanent council of the Organization of American States (OAS) held 
a meeting on the Assange case. Prior the meeting in the OAS the member countries held a vote 
to decide whether to hold the meeting or not. Out of 31 members only three voted against, five 
countries abstained and 23 countries voted in favor of a meeting. Two of the three countries that 
voted against the proposition, were the US and Canada. This means that almost every country in 
the southern region of America voted in favor of a meeting. This profound regionalized support 
is portrayed very clearly in Rafael Correa’s expression of gratitude following the OAS meeting: 
“We don't have anything other than words of gratitude to our brothers of Latin America, to their 
governments, their people for their overwhelming and decided support for the sovereign position 
of Ecuador, and the rejection of this explicit threat to enter an embassy and arrest a person 
granted diplomatic asylum” (RT 2012). 
  
 
3.4.6 Conclusion: 
Cablegate created a general image of Assange in Latin America where he represented freedom of 
speech and open government. After an ongoing relationship with Ecuador, Assange applied for 
asylum there. Ecuador granted him asylum even though it represented an anti-American action. 
Through the use of realism theory we can state that it is very likely that Ecuador have consulted 
its allies prior to granting Julian Assange asylum because it represented a threat to the nation. 
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Without the support of its allies, Ecuador would have put itself in too great a risk, and would 
most likely not have granted Assange asylum. That both ALBA and UNASUR so shortly after 
Ecuador approved Assange’s request for asylum went forth with a full support of this anti-
American decision and condemnation of the UK’s threat show a strong sense of unity in the 
region. Furthermore, it constitutes an example of the anti-American sentiment that exist within 
the region. This unity might be what, on the long run, could replace the region’s dependency on 
the US.  
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4. Conclusion: 
This section will account for our findings in the analysis of the working questions in relation to 
the problem formulation. This chapter will answer the question of how significant anti-
Americanism is in the politics in the ALBA governments and how the Julian Assange case is 
representative of this, as well as account for how this problem could have been tackled in a 
different, if not better manner. 
 
4.1 Conclusion: 
The election of Hugo Chávez in 1999 and following changes in policies in Venezuela, the creation 
of ALBA in 2004, the Andean Crisis of 2008, the Honduran coup d’état in 2009 and the 
Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case in 2012 are five cases that can be 
characterized as being significant in the development of anti-Americanism in the ALBA member 
states within the period of time chosen for analysis in this project. 
 
These events can be characterized as a combination of regional and domestic events, with the 
Julian Assange case being the only event taking place on the international scene. Chávez’ highly 
anti-American agenda as seen through his economic sacrifices made to become more 
independent of the United States and his reactions to the supposed coup planned against him, is 
the starting point for the anti-Americanism later to be the foundation of the creation of ALBA. 
The creation of ALBA, by the two Latin American leaders most renowned for their anti-
American sentiments, Fidel Castro and Hugo Chávez, as an alternative to depending on trade with 
the United States further demonstrates how dominant anti-Americanism is in politics for the 
governments who became members of the organization. The Andean Crisis demonstrates active 
involvement, although only indirectly, in a conflict concerning the US by Venezuela and reveals 
that both the governments of Venezuela and Ecuador have been funded by, and in Ecuador’s 
case lended money to, the highly anti-American FARC rebels showing a slight increase in the 
significance of anti-Americanism in politics in at least these two countries. The Honduran coup 
d’état demonstrates an increase in anti-US sentiment which spawned a similar increase in anti-
American discourses produced by the ALBA governments due to the actions of the United States  
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in relation to Honduras. The Julian Assange case, in relation to the other events analyzed, 
portrays a change in anti-Americanism in the ALBA states and is representative of a more 
aggressive anti-Americanism than seen previously and thus demonstrates the continued 
significance of anti-Americanism in politics for the ALBA governments. 
 
Through critical discourse analysis of certain discourses produced by Hugo Chávez, Evo Morales, 
Rafael Correa and the Foreign Ministry of Ecuador we can determine that at a macro-level of 
analysis there exists an anti-American discourse in the ALBA countries. This discourse serves to 
demonize the head of state of the United States, here identified in the discourse in the critical 
portrayals of George W. Bush. This project can conclude that despite the varying degrees of anti-
Americanism recognized in the discourses, a key feature of it is the labeling of the United States 
as imperialistic. The portrayal of the United States as imperialistic exists in all the discourses of 
which this project has applied critical discourse analysis to, supporting the assumption that anti-
Americanism is significant in politics for the ALBA member states, and found evidence that 
these narratives were indeed present among the population in at least Bolivia. 
 
The discourse concerning the Julian Assange case adheres to the same patterns identified and 
mechanisms used in the production of the anti-American Latin American discourse, 
demonstrating how Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case is a valid example of 
anti-Americanism as a significant feature in politics for the ALBA governments. 
 
The analysis of the extent to which Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case can be 
characterized as anti-American supports the findings of the analysis of events as well as the 
findings of the critical discourse analysis. As we can disregard Ecuador’s own reasoning behind 
granting Assange asylum using realism theory and the analysis of  data that invalidates their 
claim we can conclude that Ecuadorian involvement in the Julian Assange case can be 
characterized as anti-American; on the basis that the act of publicly supporting Assange is 
interpreted on the international scene as being equal to publicly opposing the United States, due 
to Julian Assange’s work with WikiLeaks that has damaged the United States government. The 
Julian Assange case can be identified as representative of the anti-Americanism present in the  
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politics of Ecuador when analyzed alongside other anti-American actions taken by the 
Ecuadorian government during Rafael Correa’s presidency.  
 
Using realism theory we can conclude that the other ALBA governments were most likely 
consulted prior to the granting of asylum, although little data is available to us on this matter. 
However, the special relationship between Julian Assange and Ecuador and the statements from 
the ALBA countries in support of Ecuador being only reactionary to the threat posed by the 
United Kingdom, demonstrate how the Julian Assange case is representative of anti-
Americanism in Ecuador but only to a smaller extent in the other ALBA countries.  
 
The analysis of the five cases significant to the development of anti-Americanism in the ALBA 
member states and the discourses produced by certain Latin American leaders demonstrate that 
anti-Americanism is significant in the politics of the ALBA member states. The discourses 
concerning the Julian Assange case and the circumstances surrounding the granting of asylum 
show Ecuador’s involvement to be anti-American and thereby representative of anti-
Americanism as a feature in politics in the ALBA countries; however the limited involvement of 
the other ALBA countries means that the project can only conclude it to be partly representative 
of the significance of anti-Americanism in politics for the ALBA governments. 
 
 
4.2 Perspectivisation: 
A way in which this project could have been improved would have been to collect primary data 
instead of relying entirely on secondary data. This would allow us to collect data that is tailored 
to our problem formulation as we would have been the ones deciding on from where and how to 
collect data. With secondary data we cannot be entirely certain of the possible biases and 
reliability of the sources and therefore it would have been a benefit for the project to also include 
primary data. This was not done however, due to the time restraints of the project, financial 
limitations as well as our somewhat limited understanding of quantitative and qualitative 
research methods as we are first semester students.  
 
In addition, we could have improved the reliability of our findings by relying more heavily on 
academic books than we have in the project instead of newspaper articles as this data is generally  
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more reliable. Another limitation of the project is its heavy reliance on qualitative data. It would 
have improved the reliability of the knowledge produced had it been produced using both 
qualitative and quantitative data. 
 
Our problem focused on the ALBA countries which is a predominantly Spanish-speaking region. 
This means that a lot of the data available was in Spanish. None of us are native Spanish 
speakers and only one of us speaks Spanish as a second language. This limited us in our data 
collection and our understanding of the data. It could have been beneficial to us to have included 
a native Spanish-speaking member in our project group or used a Spanish translator. 
 
Further analysis of this area would include a longer list of political incidents that would have to 
be analysed, this would allow us to add even more cases to our framework of Latin American 
anti-Americanism. Furthermore the anti-American discourse we established existed within the 
political speeches and official statements of our choice could be bolstered by a media-analysis, to 
see if the same narrative that we found in the political rhetoric could be identified within 
newspaper articles and, in the best of all worlds, we would have conducted interviews among the 
native population of some of the Latin American countries. Given a vast amount of time, we 
would also have sought to clarify upon the history of this discourse such as when it became 
apparent and which incidents were around at the time it came into being.  
 
If the anti-American narrative were to be more thoroughly investigated we speculated that it 
might be beneficial to use the theories of Bourdieu regarding field and illusio. The anti-American 
narrative would then be regarded as an illusion and the field that created it would have to be the 
subject of investigation. If we had more time to conduct these investigations, we would see, 
which countries share some similarities in regard to the anti-American discourses and if we then 
could establish that they also share some geo-political and socio-historical conditions we would 
be getting closer at not only picturing the anti-American narrative but also shedding some light 
on how it came into being.  
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1. Study Portfolio 
The starting point for the project was a focus on the Julian Assange case. We became interested 
in the case because of its complexity. The United Kingdom, Sweden, the United States and 
Ecuador are all involved in the case, notwithstanding WikiLeaks and the general public. There 
were many conflicts one could investigate, such as the diplomatic issue the United Kingdom 
threatening to storm the Ecuadorian embassy, whether or not the claim that the United States 
wish to retaliate against Julian Assange could be proven to be true or for example, the different 
conceptions of rape in the various countries. It was all these aspects of the case that initially 
sparked our interest but also what lead to confusion in the beginning of the process. 
Our group only had general expectations concerning what we would gain from the project work . 
Many of us saw this project as a “trial” for later projects, as this is something we have all never 
done before. We expected to gain an understanding of how problem orientated project work 
works. Also, we expected to gain an understanding of how to properly and academically produce 
new knowledge. Given that we all barely knew each other at the beginning of the working 
process there were no specific expectations concerning the group members or our group 
dynamic. 
 
Initially we delegated one of the aspects of the Assange case to each member, asking them to 
research and present when we met as a group. At no point did we take notes of our meetings. 
This is something we were aware that other groups do, however we did not find it was very 
useful for us. We also did not make a schedule for future meetings. This on the other hand 
initially caused problems due to lack of proper communication. Because of our relatively large 
group number (we are 6 members)  it was difficult to find a good date where we could all meet 
that was not several weeks in advance. We tackled this problem to some extent by make a “rule” 
that only 4 of us needed to be present in order to have a meeting. 
 
During this period as well, our problem became that we wanted to answer all the questions 
related to the Julian Assange case, which was unreasonable in the timeframe presented to us by 
the project and our capabilities. We realized we would have to narrow down our area of interest 
and our problem formulation. We were advised to steer away from the international law aspect 
of the project as it required a lot of technical knowledge that we did not have or would acquire 
here in our  
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first semester. We turned our focus to why Ecuador would grant Julian Assange asylum in the 
first place because we could not immediately understand their decision knowing what we knew 
at that point. After some research we came to understand that this may have a lot to do with the 
anti-Americanism found in the Latin American region. 
 
As we turned our focus to “why” certain states would take certain actions, we also began 
researching theories and methods that could help us tackle this “why”.  At this point we were far 
enough in our methods course to have a somewhat good understanding of how to select theories 
and apply methods. We were presented with several theories of international relations in our 
Political Science course which guided us in choosing realism as one of our theories. During a 
meeting with our supervisor, he mentioned that we may want to look into the political arguments 
and discourses from the various countries involved in the case. This was also what we found 
interesting – what the political actors do and how they explain their actions and this is what lead 
us to research the method of discourse analysis. Because discourse analysis and realism theory 
have different ontological and epistemological standpoints we spent some time asking our 
supervisor as well as our professors for advice on whether or not these two could work together, 
which we concluded that they could, providing that we provide a thorough explanation in our 
project. 
 
In this initial stage as well, a new group member was added. This caused some disturbance in the 
group dynamic as we had to change our roles within the group to accommodate one more person. 
This is not to say that the additional member was not a positive attribute, only that it may have 
delayed our process of cementing our roles within the group. Also, new ideas were brought to 
the table which was positive; however this again put us at a crossroad of where our focus should 
be. Communication between this many people was also a problem because we had not 
specifically decided on a medium through which we could all communicate. Looking back, it 
would be a good idea to decide on a medium of communication before groupwork starts. Also it 
was an issue that not everyone showed up to the initial few supervisor meetings, because it 
meant that information had to be passed on by the members at the meeting to the members that 
were not there. Sometimes this meant that information was lost and sometimes this meant that 
we had changed the focus of the project but not all members were aware. 
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At this stage we communicated through e-mail, text and Facebook. It was not very effective 
because not everyone got all the messages, not everyone had everyone’s numbers and not 
everyone checked for new messages often enough to keep a communication going. This 
improved later on however, as the group spent more time together and moved towards becoming 
actual friends rather than just group members. We also acknowledged the problem and made 
sure everyone had everyone’s contact information as well as agreeing that our Facebook group 
should be checked at least once a day so everyone was updated. As we got to know each other 
better it eased communication a great deal and we became better at letting each other know what 
was happening in the project as well as consulting each other for advice. 
 
As we delved into anti-Americanism in Latin America we soon saw a connection between anti-
Americanism and unity. This interested us a great deal because it showed how one case, like the 
Julian Assange case could shed light on a bigger political issue and that then became the “new” 
focus of our project. At this point we were aware that this was still a broad problem to tackle but 
we were content with moving forward with it, using the Julian Assange case as an example of 
how anti-Americanism and unity were connected. Leading up to the Internal Evaluation, we 
decided to go away to a vacation house for 4 days in total to concentrate on the project in order 
to make the deadline for Internal Evaluation. 
 
The trip turned out to be quite productive although unfortunately one group member could not 
join. It was very helpful to have the group members there together because it made it easier for 
us to read through each other’s work, discuss things and make decisions as a group. It was 
motivational to be isolated from the “outside” world and know that these days were put aside for 
project work. Because we saw each other working hard, we were motivated to also do our best. 
Although we received a good deal of positive feedback, after the Internal Evaluation we became 
aware once more that our problem formulation was too broad and we could not in fact answer 
our question. At first we tackled this problem by removing unity as a part of our problem 
formulation. Instead we wanted to keep it in the back of our minds when analyzing, but take the 
pressure off of us by removing it from the problem formulation. Our supervisor seemed to 
approve of this but urged us to be even more specific. At this point we probably had the longest 
discussion in our group thus far as we all had different opinions on how this should be done. We 
were also nearing the deadline for completion of the project so it was essential that we once and 
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for all agree on the problem formulation for us to move forward and complete the project. After 
a great deal of discussion within the group we finally agreed that we would focus on anti-
Americanism in the politics of the ALBA member states, which are a group of countries in Latin 
America. This was a compromise that allowed us to continue analysing what we found 
interesting about our project: politics in Latin America, the Julian Assange case and anti-
Americanism but without having to include all of the Latin American countries or discuss unity 
unless we found it relevant. 
 
After the Internal Evaluation we delegated our working questions to different members. Here we 
had the opportunity to choose the question we found most interesting, or which we understood 
the most. This was good as it meant that we could each use our strengths optimally. Some 
questions were delegated to two members to work together on. Although we each had “our” 
section, all the parts were read through by other members and commented on. Also, we used 
each other for feedback and to bounce questions off of. We helped each other with collecting 
relevant data as well, as we had all done different research throughout the process. This was 
particularly helpful, as instead of having to go do research  which can be time consuming, it 
could be enough sometimes to ask the group if they knew anything about the particular aspect of 
the question you would like to answer, and one of us would know an article or book or piece of 
information that would be relevant. 
 
Throughout the process we kept in close contact with our supervisor. Things that we either could 
not agree on in the group or were unsure of we asked our supervisor about. We received quick 
answers and were able to plan meetings relatively easily. During the final stage of the project 
writing we agreed on sending a first draft to our supervisor. This gave us a deadline, before the 
actual deadline in some sense, which was a good motivational tool and helped us keep on track 
time-wise. During the later stages of the project writing process the nature of our meetings 
changed as well. Instead of being for brainstorming and discussion we used the meetings to keep 
track of what we were each doing. We used the meetings to go over each other’s work and get 
feedback. At the meetings we could ask each other specific questions about the other members’ 
“areas” of the project if there was something we did not understand. At this point also we were 
better able to give each other critical feedback because we knew each other better and 
understood the requirements of a project better.   
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For the last part of the project we started using Google Docs, which allowed us to comment on 
each other’s work so the whole group could see and provided for better online communication 
through the common chat. This made it possible for us to work from home but still work 
together. This is something we could consider using again but earlier in the project writing 
process as this would save us the trouble of having our project on several separate documents 
uploaded to our Facebook group for example. It also makes it possible for several people to 
comment on one thing which is much more practical than what we were doing before. In Google 
Docs it is also possible to see who has commented at what time and who is online when. 
 
Although most of the project work was conducted somewhat individually, and then reviewed by 
other members, the conclusion and perspectivation was conducted as a group in order to be sure 
that everyone agreed. We feel confident that we have been able to answer our problem 
formulation and we are satisfied with our final project report. Although the project writing 
process has been challenging we feel that we have been able to gain a thorough understanding of 
how to produce academic knowledge and tackle a problem in an academic way as well as the 
questions that interested us about Latin America and the Julian Assange case.  
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President Hugo Chavez Delivers Remarks at the U.N. General Assembly 1 
CQ Transcripts Wire  2 
Wednesday, September 20, 2006; 12:28 PM 3 
SEPTEMBER 20, 2006 4 
SPEAKER: HUGO CHAVEZ, PRESIDENT OF VENEZUELA 5 
[*] 6 
(JOINED IN PROGRESS) 7 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): ... over our heads. I had considered reading from this book, 8 
but for the sake of time, I shall just leave it as a recommendation. It reads easily. It's a very good book. 9 
I'm sure, Madam, you are familiar with it. 10 
(APPLAUSE) 11 
The book is in English, in Russian, in Arabic, in German. 12 
I think that the first people who should read this book are our brothers and sisters in the United States, 13 
because their threat is in their own house. The devil is right at home. The devil -- the devil, himself, is 14 
right in the house. 15 
And the devil came here yesterday. 16 
(APPLAUSE) 17 
Yesterday, the devil came here. Right here. Right here. And it smells of sulfur still today, this table that  18 
I am now standing in front of. 19 
Yesterday, ladies and gentlemen, from this rostrum, the president of the United States, the gentleman to 20 
whom I refer as the devil, came here, talking as if he owned the world. Truly. As the owner of the  21 
world. 22 
I think we could call a psychiatrist to analyze yesterday's statement made by the president of the United 23 
States. As the spokesman of imperialism, he came to share his nostrums, to try to preserve the current 24 
pattern of domination, exploitation and pillage of the peoples of the world. 25 
An Alfred Hitchcock movie could use it as a scenario. I would even propose a title: "The Devil's 26 
Recipe." 27 
  28 
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As Chomsky says here, clearly and in depth, the American empire is doing all it can to consolidate its 1 
system of domination. And we cannot allow them to do that. We cannot allow world dictatorship to be 2 
consolidated. 3 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): The world parent's statement -- cynical, hypocritical, full of 4 
this imperial hypocrisy from the need they have to control everything. 5 
They say they want to impose a democratic model. But that's their democratic model. It's the false 6 
democracy of elites, and, I would say, a very original democracy that's imposed by weapons and bombs 7 
and firing weapons. 8 
What a strange democracy. Aristotle might not recognize it or others who are at the root of democracy. 9 
What type of democracy do you impose with marines and bombs? 10 
The president of the United States, yesterday, said to us, right here, in this room, and I'm quoting, 11 
"Anywhere you look, you hear extremists telling you can escape from poverty and recover your dignity 12 
through violence, terror and martyrdom." 13 
Wherever he looks, he sees extremists. And you, my brother -- he looks at your color, and he says, oh, 14 
there's an extremist. Evo Morales, the worthy president of Bolivia, looks like an extremist to him. 15 
The imperialists see extremists everywhere. It's not that we are extremists. It's that the world is waking 16 
up. It's waking up all over. And people are standing up. 17 
I have the feeling, dear world dictator, that you are going to live the rest of your days as a nightmare 18 
because the rest of us are standing up, all those who are rising up against American imperialism, who 19 
are shouting for equality, for respect, for the sovereignty of nations. 20 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): Yes, you can call us extremists, but we are rising up against 21 
the empire, against the model of domination. 22 
The president then -- and this he said himself, he said: "I have come to speak directly to the populations 23 
in the Middle East, to tell them that my country wants peace." 24 
That's true. If we walk in the streets of the Bronx, if we walk around New York, Washington, San   25 
Diego, in any city, San Antonio, San Francisco, and we ask individuals, the citizens of the United  26 
States, what does this country want? Does it want peace? They'll say yes 27 
But the government doesn't want peace. The government of the United States doesn't want peace. It 28 
wants to exploit its system of exploitation, of pillage, of hegemony through war. 29 
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It wants peace. But what's happening in Iraq? What happened in Lebanon? In Palestine? What's 1 
happening? What's happened over the last 100 years in Latin America and in the world? And now 2 
threatening Venezuela -- new threats against Venezuela, against Iran? 3 
He spoke to the people of Lebanon. Many of you, he said, have seen how your homes and communities 4 
were caught in the crossfire. How cynical can you get? What a capacity to lie shamefacedly. The   5 
bombs in Beirut with millimetric precision? 6 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): This is crossfire? He's thinking of a western, when people 7 
would shoot from the hip and somebody would be caught in the crossfire. 8 
This is imperialist, fascist, assassin, genocidal, the empire and Israel firing on the people of Palestine 9 
and Lebanon. That is what happened. And now we hear, "We're suffering because we see homes 10 
destroyed.' 11 
The president of the United States came to talk to the peoples -- to the peoples of the world. He came to 12 
say -- I brought some documents with me, because this morning I was reading some statements, and I 13 
see that he talked to the people of Afghanistan, the people of Lebanon, the people of Iran. And he 14 
addressed all these peoples directly. 15 
And you can wonder, just as the president of the United States addresses those peoples of the world, 16 
what would those peoples of the world tell him if they were given the floor? What would they have to 17 
say? 18 
And I think I have some inkling of what the peoples of the south, the oppressed people think. They 19 
would say, "Yankee imperialist, go home." I think that is what those people would say if they were 20 
given the microphone and if they could speak with one voice to the American imperialists. 21 
And that is why, Madam President, my colleagues, my friends, last year we came here to this same hall  22 
as we have been doing for the past eight years, and we said something that has now been confirmed -- 23 
fully, fully confirmed. 24 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): I don't think anybody in this room could defend the system. 25 
Let's accept -- let's be honest. The U.N. system, born after the Second World War, collapsed. It's 26 
worthless. 27 
Oh, yes, it's good to bring us together once a year, see each other, make statements and prepare all  28 
kinds of long documents, and listen to good speeches, like Abel's (ph) yesterday, or President Mullah's 29 
(ph). Yes, it's good for that. 30 
And there are a lot of speeches, and we've heard lots from the president of Sri Lanka, for instance, and 31 
the president of Chile. 32 
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But we, the assembly, have been turned into a merely deliberative organ. We have no power, no power 1 
to make any impact on the terrible situation in the world. And that is why Venezuela once again 2 
proposes, here, today, 20 September, that we re-establish the United Nations. 3 
Last year, Madam, we made four modest proposals that we felt to be crucially important. We have to 4 
assume the responsibility our heads of state, our ambassadors, our representatives, and we have to 5 
discuss it. 6 
The first is expansion, and Mullah (ph) talked about this yesterday right here. The Security Council, 7 
both as it has permanent and non-permanent categories, (inaudible) developing countries and LDCs 8 
must be given access as new permanent members. That's step one. 9 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): Second, effective methods to address and resolve world 10 
conflicts, transparent decisions. 11 
Point three, the immediate suppression -- and that is something everyone's calling for -- of the anti-12 
democratic mechanism known as the veto, the veto on decisions of the Security Council. 13 
Let me give you a recent example. The immoral veto of the United States allowed the Israelis, with 14 
impunity, to destroy Lebanon. Right in front of all of us as we stood there watching, a resolution in the 15 
council was prevented. 16 
Fourthly, we have to strengthen, as we've always said, the role and the powers of the secretary general 17 
of the United Nations. 18 
Yesterday, the secretary general practically gave us his speech of farewell. And he recognized that over 19 
the last 10 years, things have just gotten more complicated; hunger, poverty, violence, human rights 20 
violations have just worsened. That is the tremendous consequence of the collapse of the United  21 
Nations system and American hegemonistic pretensions. 22 
Madam, Venezuela a few years ago decided to wage this battle within the United Nations by 23 
recognizing the United Nations, as members of it that we are, and lending it our voice, our thinking. 24 
Our voice is an independent voice to represent the dignity and the search for peace and the 25 
reformulation of the international system; to denounce persecution and aggression of hegemonistic 26 
forces on the planet. 27 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): This is how Venezuela has presented itself. Bolivar's home 28 
has sought a nonpermanent seat on the Security Council. 29 
Let's see. Well, there's been an open attack by the U.S. government, an immoral attack, to try and 30 
prevent Venezuela from being freely elected to a post in the Security Council. 31 
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The imperium is afraid of truth, is afraid of independent voices. It calls us extremists, but they are the 1 
extremists. 2 
And I would like to thank all the countries that have kindly announced their support for Venezuela , 3 
even though the ballot is a secret one and there's no need to announce things. 4 
But since the imperium has attacked, openly, they strengthened the convictions of many countries. And 5 
their support strengthens us. 6 
Mercosur, as a bloc, has expressed its support, our brothers in Mercosur. Venezuela, with Brazil, 7 
Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, is a full member of Mercosur. 8 
And many other Latin American countries, CARICOM, Bolivia have expressed their support for 9 
Venezuela. The Arab League, the full Arab League has voiced its support. And I am immensely  10 
grateful to the Arab world, to our Arab brothers, our Caribbean brothers, the African Union. Almost all 11 
of Africa has expressed its support for Venezuela and countries such as Russia or China and many 12 
others. 13 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): I thank you all warmly on behalf of Venezuela, on behalf of 14 
our people, and on behalf of the truth, because Venezuela, with a seat on the Security Council, will be 15 
expressing not only Venezuela's thoughts, but it will also be the voice of all the peoples of the world, 16 
and we will defend dignity and truth. 17 
Over and above all of this, Madam President, I think there are reasons to be optimistic. A poet would 18 
have said "helplessly optimistic," because over and above the wars and the bombs and the aggressive 19 
and the preventive war and the destruction of entire peoples, one can see that a new era is dawning. 20 
As Sylvia Rodriguez (ph) says, the era is giving birth to a heart. There are alternative ways of thinking. 21 
There are young people who think differently. And this has already been seen within the space of a  22 
mere decade. It was shown that the end of history was a totally false assumption, and the same was 23 
shown about Pax Americana and the establishment of the capitalist neo-liberal world. It has been  24 
shown, this system, to generate mere poverty. Who believes in it now? 25 
What we now have to do is define the future of the world. Dawn is breaking out all over. You can see it 26 
in Africa and Europe and Latin America and Oceanea. I want to emphasize that optimistic vision. 27 
We have to strengthen ourselves, our will to do battle, our awareness. We have to build a new and  28 
better world. 29 
Venezuela joins that struggle, and that's why we are threatened. The U.S. has already planned, financed 30 
and set in motion a coup in Venezuela, and it continues to support coup attempts in Venezuela and 31 
elsewhere. 32 
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CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): President Michelle Bachelet reminded us just a moment ago 1 
of the horrendous assassination of the former foreign minister, Orlando Letelier. 2 
And I would just add one thing: Those who perpetrated this crime are free. And that other event where 3 
an American citizen also died were American themselves. They were CIA killers, terrorists. 4 
And we must recall in this room that in just a few days there will be another anniversary. Thirty years 5 
will have passed from this other horrendous terrorist attack on the Cuban plane, where 73 innocents 6 
died, a Cubana de Aviacion airliner. 7 
And where is the biggest terrorist of this continent who took the responsibility for blowing up the  8 
plane? He spent a few years in jail in Venezuela. Thanks to CIA and then government officials, he was 9 
allowed to escape, and he lives here in this country, protected by the government. 10 
And he was convicted. He has confessed to his crime. But the U.S. government has double standards. It 11 
protects terrorism when it wants to. 12 
And this is to say that Venezuela is fully committed to combating terrorism and violence. And we are 13 
one of the people who are fighting for peace. 14 
Luis Posada Carriles is the name of that terrorist who is protected here. And other tremendously corrupt 15 
people who escaped from Venezuela are also living here under protection: a group that bombed various 16 
embassies, that assassinated people during the coup. They kidnapped me and they were going to kill   17 
me, but I think God reached down and our people came out into the streets and the army was too, and  18 
so I'm here today. 19 
But these people who led that coup are here today in this country protected by the American 20 
government. And I accuse the American government of protecting terrorists and of having a completely 21 
cynical discourse. 22 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): We mentioned Cuba. Yes, we were just there a few days   23 
ago. We just came from there happily. 24 
And there you see another era born. The Summit of the 15, the Summit of the Nonaligned, adopted a 25 
historic resolution. This is the outcome document. Don't worry, I'm not going to read it. 26 
But you have a whole set of resolutions here that were adopted after open debate in a transparent matter 27 
-- more than 50 heads of state. Havana was the capital of the south for a few weeks, and we have now 28 
launched, once again, the group of the nonaligned with new momentum. 29 
And if there is anything I could ask all of you here, my companions, my brothers and sisters, it is to 30 
please lend your good will to lend momentum to the Nonaligned Movement for the birth of the new   31 
era, to prevent hegemony and prevent further advances of imperialism 32 
  33 
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And as you know, Fidel Castro is the president of the nonaligned for the next three years, and we can 1 
trust him to lead the charge very efficiently. 2 
Unfortunately they thought, "Oh, Fidel was going to die." But they're going to be disappointed because 3 
he didn't. And he's not only alive, he's back in his green fatigues, and he's now presiding the   4 
nonaligned. 5 
So, my dear colleagues, Madam President, a new, strong movement has been born, a movement of the 6 
south. We are men and women of the south. 7 
With this document, with these ideas, with these criticisms, I'm now closing my file. I'm taking the   8 
book with me. And, don't forget, I'm recommending it very warmly and very humbly to all of you. 9 
CHAVEZ (THROUGH TRANSLATOR): We want ideas to save our planet, to save the planet from   10 
the imperialist threat. And hopefully in this very century, in not too long a time, we will see this, we   11 
will see this new era, and for our children and our grandchildren a world of peace based on the 12 
fundamental principles of the United Nations, but a renewed United Nations. 13 
And maybe we have to change location. Maybe we have to put the United Nations somewhere else; 14 
maybe a city of the south. We've proposed Venezuela. 15 
You know that my personal doctor had to stay in the plane. The chief of security had to be left in a 16 
locked plane. Neither of these gentlemen was allowed to arrive and attend the U.N. meeting. This is 17 
another abuse and another abuse of power on the part of the Devil. It smells of sulfur here, but God is 18 
with us and I embrace you all. 19 
May God bless us all. Good day to you. 20 
(APPLAUSE) 21 
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